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DRAFT INTERNATTONAL COVENANTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION:
PART ITI OF THE DRAFT COVENANT DRAVN UP BY THE COMAISSION AT ITS SEVENTH SESSION
AND PROPOSALS FOR ADDITTONAL ARTICIES ON FCONOMIC, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL RIGHTS
(E/1992, E/CN.4/L. 635/3dd 5, B/CN.4/L.50/Rev.1, L/CN.L/L.78, E/CN.4/L.116,
E/CN.4/L.111, E/CN.4/L.11C, m/CN.4/L.119) *

Article 27 (continued)

Mr. BRACCO {Uruguay) said that, in his opinibn, 1t would be quite
meaningless to guarantee trade union rights without at the“sémé time guaranteelng
the right to strike. However, the right to strike must be subject to certaln
limitations and 1t was in order to introduce such limitations that he had
submitted his amendment (E/CN.4/L.113) to the USSR araendmen't;. (z/cw.4/L.50/Rev.1)
and the same . emendment (E/CN,4/L.119) to the Yugoslav‘amehdmeht (B/CN.4/L.78).
The inclusion of a completely unlimited right to strike might impair some of the
rights set forth in other articles of the covénant; such as the article on public
health. He emphasized that his amendment was drafted in optional and not
mandatory terms. The first part referred to attempts at conciliation, because
procedures for conciliation existed in most modern States and generally made
provision for the contihuation of the essential public services in the event
of a strike., The second part of the amendment referred to the'possibiiity of
restricting the right to strike by leglslative measures-in the case of public
officials. The last two words should'perhaps read "public servicss" rather than
"public officials". There again the idea was to enable the State to take the
neceegsary measures to keep the essential public services running in the event
of a stirike. The two ldeas were complemenfary. ‘Normally there would be
concliliation procedures which would provide for the continuation of essential
public services but, even i attempts at conciliation had been exhdusted,
Governments should be in a position to prohibit a strike if a breakdown in such

gorvices might result.

/The restrictions
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The restrictions he was proposing were in fact intended to be in the
interests of national security, public health, ete. He had not mentioned
netional security specificélly, because the term referred to emergency’
situations and States generally had special legislation for such.situations.
In addition, the term vas very elastic and might lead to abuse. In the
covenant on civil and politlcal rights, the Commission had mentioned emergency
situations (article 2) in which the rights might be temporariiy sﬁspended.
Some similar provision might be inserted in the covenant on economi@,‘sqcial

.and cultural rights,

AZMI Bey (Egypt) dealt with the USSR amendment (E/CN.4/L.50/Rev.l)
peragrzph by paragraph., He fully supported the revised vérsioﬁ'of the first
?éragraph incorporating the Lebancse amendment {4/CN.L/L.111). It had the
édvantage cf covering all the essential poiﬁts without going into unnecessaxry
detaill dr‘raising any controversisl issues. He felt that the second paragraph
was unnecessary since it was simply a repetition of article 21, Paragrapﬁ.3
was also unnccessary because its provisions would follow automatically from
paiagraph 1. As regards paragraph h, he considered‘that'Governments could
easily preven? the intervention of public authorities or offiéials in the
administration of trade unions if such intervention was contrary to the law.
Parzagraph 5 dealt with the right to strike., That subject had already been
discussed at length and in great detall at the previous session and he had
himgelf submitted an amendment proposing certain limitations. His amendment
had unfortunately been rejected and he hoped that the text submitﬁéd by the
representative of Uruguay (E/CN.4/L,118 and Z/CN.%/L.119) would meet with
more success. He could nct accept the inclusion of the rightvto éfriké unless
it was accompanied by the provisions of the Uruguayan améndment. The sixth |
paragreph of the USSR amendment dealt with qpestions whieh would, in his "
opinion, come nore appropriately in the measures for implementatioh.

Paragraph 7 was covered by the revised version of paragraph 1 incorporating

the Lebanese amendment, He emphasized that the International Labour
Organisation already existed and that was the appropriate orgen in which to
discuss the relations between workers, employers and govermments. The provisions
of paragraph 8 followed naturally from paragraph 1 andwere therefore unnecessary.

Turning to the Yugoslav amendment (E/CN.4/L.7¢}, he said that most
of 1ts provisions were covered by the revised version of peragraph 1 of the

USSR amendment, The words "in particular those enunciated in the present
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covenant” did represent an addition and he saw nO’dbjection to their inclusion,
In his opinion, the bést text was the revised first pardgraph of the
USSR amendment (E/CN.4/L,50/Rev.l) incorporating the Lebanese amendment
(E/c.4/L.111). If necessary, he was prepered to support additions %o that
text taken from the Uruguayan amendment (E/CN,4/L.118). '

Mr. PICKFORD (International Lebour Organisation) stated that the
existence of free and effective trade unions was of fundamental concera %o JLO.
At the request of the General Asgenbly, ILO had adopted an Internaticnal
Labour Convention on the:Protection of Trade Union Rights in 1948 ‘and,
subsequently, at the request of the Econcmic and Sovcial Celieil, 1% had
established a Fact-Finding and Conciliatien Commission %o eonduct an impartial
examination of 27 tegations concerning the infringement of trade union rights;

The International Labour Conference had zlso taken other action in
connexion with the freedom of assoclation. In 1949, it hed adopted a |
Convention on the Right to Organize and Collective Bargaihing. In 1951, it
had adopted Recommendations on collective agreerents and voluntary conciliation
and arbitration. It was hoped that, in 1952, the Conference would reach 2 |
final decision on the question of co-operation between employers and workers at
the level of the individual undertaking and would start to discuss possible
action at the level of the industry and at the national level. The instruments
already adopted had been the result of long and careful discussion among the‘
representatives of workers, employers and goverrments. ‘ |

Scme of the subjects dealt with in the ILO Conveniions and
Recaommendations were mentioned in the amendments submitted to article 27;
but- they were not necessarily mentioned in so unqualified a form.“ Other
subjects were not specifically mentioned in the émendmenis. For example,
there was no reference to collective bargaining, to which ILO attached great
importance. Other points appearéd in quite a different context in the ILO
instruments and in the amendments befnfe the Coumission. For examfle,'ILO
attached considerable importance %o procedure for voluntary conciliation and
arbitration and it had adopted a Recommendation on the subject in which
encouragement to sbstain from strikes and lockoubs was mentioned, always with
the proviso that no provision of the Recommendation could be interpfeted as
limiting in any way whatsoever the right to strike,

/The question
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The questinn of implementation was also important. He recognized
that there weré countries in-which many industrial relations matters were regarded
as appropriate for settlement between the two parties and the extent of
State control was limited, that being entirely to the satisfaction of the
parties. Account must naturally be taken of the many different naticnal
customs and practices when the object was to achieve the widest possible
ratification of en international covenant.

‘ . The whole question was exceedingly complex and he had not atterpted
to deal with it exhaustively. He hed simply mentioned certain considerations
which bore out his crganizationl's view thet 1t was for the covemant vo |
establish = basic principle and for the speclalized agency ecncerned to

work out the details. ILO, which brought together representatives of
workérs, employers and goverrments, was ideally suited for the discussion

of such questions as freedom of associetion end trade unicn rights and it
had already accowmplished a great deal in that respect., In the light of

all those considerations, the Governing Bedy of ILG would consider it
satisfactory if some Tormula cimilar to the existing text of article 27

was adopted.

Miss SENDER (International Confederation of Freec Trade Unicns)

id that article 27 dealt with one of the mest eszential rights for workers
in all countries; in both developed and undeveloped countries, and in those
with State-controlled econcmies as well as those with systems of free
enterprise, Trade union rights should be formulated without any arbiguity
and the measures of implementation should be clear and effective, for
without effective international implementetion no text would be of any avail,

ICFTU considered it essential that workers should be guesraniteed
the right to organize and join trade unions of thelr own choosing without
any interference whatscever, either by the employer, the State or the
political party. Articls 27 of the draft covenant was good as far as it
went, but it did not go far cnough, because it aid not mention the right
to collective bargaining, She hoped that the ILO representative would

help the Commission to find an appropriate formulation for that right.

/Turning to



B/Ctr.k /SR, 299
Page 7

Turninp to the USSR amendment (E/CN h/L./O/“ev 1), ehe pointed out
that, there again, there was no mention of collective bargaining. That was
only netural eince the right did not exist in the Soviet countries as far as
wages vere concerned } She cuoted from a publicetion of the Central Council
of Soviet Trade_Unions 1ssue d in Au ugt 19&7, showlng that the wages of &ll
workers were fixed by the oovernment in the USSR, That could hardly pass
for nonrintervention b" the public authorities in the affairs of the trade
unions, whioh wag recommendeﬂ in paraﬂranh 4 of the USSR amendment. Para-
greph L de not mention interference by the Communist party in a one-perty
State. That again was only natural since the trade unions in the USSR were
completely under the domination of the Cormunist partv. In support of that
statement, she guoted o passage from erticle 126 of the USSR Constitution of
1936 as weil ee extrects from the issues of 20 fpril 1949 and 11 May 1949 of
the publication Trud Also in connexion with paragraph 4 of the USSR amend-
nment, she mentioned that the USSR Constitution had ebolished the secret vote
in the election of the so-called trade union group organizers.

, The USSR ammendment stated thezt the right to strike should be
puaranteed but it made no attempt to define the nature cf the strike end
could thus be taken as puaranteeing the right to strike for political purposes,
in order to_overthrow a government. That Interpretation scemed to be con-
firmed by parzgraph 6 of the zmendment, vhich weuld enzble unfons "to
participate in the framing of economic and secial policy in enterprises and
at the local, regionsl and national levele”. That idea was not nev, neither
wes 1t in the interests of a free scciety. In fact, it vas the idea of the
Ccrporate State which had first found its expression in the fascist State of
Itqlv.b In the renu*nn democracies, economic and social policies were
determined by the freoly elected parliaments, which represented all vategories
of citizene, including the workers. It might perhaps be in the interest of
certain Powers to gain ccntrol *n unother country by conquering key positions
in the trade unions end, throusgh the transfer of political functions to the
unions; establishing vessal States. It was interesting, however, that the

potential victims were being asked to prepare the path for such action. The

/basis
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basis of the right to sirike vae the r"gh+ for a ‘worker to leave his Job,
either by himmelf ocr with his fellow workers. r"ha.t however, .vas, not
allowed in the Soviet Union becaues there wvas an order of the Supreme
Presidium of the USSR dated 26 June 19%0, vhich provided for punishmend

by corrective labour if any'worker voiuntérily left his work in State
co-operative and soclal crgunlzations. Tﬁe basidxright of the worker to
leave his Jjob (i.e. td‘strike) did exiet in the western democracies énd 1t
muet be maintalned, Even if there were excepticns in the case of civil
servants, those exceptions could not be autcmatically applied to workers
in nationalized industries.

in attempt might be made to ergue that, in a Cormumist co rj,
the economy wae in the hands of the vorkers; but even 1f that were a fact,
there conld still be confllct between management end labour.

She hoped that the Cormission would sgree %o »nclui@ the right
to ceollective bargaining in srticle 7. If 1t were at all poesible the
riszht to strike sheuld also be included in the covenant. She did not ‘
altogether zgroe with the Uruguayan amendment (E/CN.4/L.11€ and F/CN.L/L.119),
because, in cértain circumstences, it might be Juetifisdle to call a strike
immedieteiy without first vesorting to conﬁiliat’on procedures,

Even 1f a country's legislation provided a@enuaﬁely Tor trade
union rights, strong, iﬁdenen ent trade mnions would still be needed to
sefeguard the righte of workers of all catepgories end to promote further

progress in the future,

Mr, CANTA CRUZ (Chile) said thet the right to form snd Join trade
wnlons was cnc of the most important rights in the covenant: on 1t dependsd
tre full enjoyment of the other rights proclaimed,

The quesdtion of trade union ricghts was complicated by the fact
that the concept of trade unions differed from one ccuntry to another; some
trade unions, for example, had a certain relationrhip to the State and were
concerned with political matters es vell as the Fefﬂnce cf the social and

econoric interests of the workers.

/The right
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The right to join and form trade unions had been discussed at length
at~the*previous session of the Commission. ‘Soms repreeentativee had argued
that no special article recognizing that right was necessary in view of the
fact that the right of assoclaticn had already been proclaimed in article 16,
Article 23 of the' Declavation of Human Rights, however, specif cally proalaimed
the right to form and: join trads unions and thé United’ Natione had already '
‘teken action to ensure: “the free exdrcilse ‘of that right,ae vas ehcwn by the ILO
Convention on Freedom of Association, which had been concluded w1th the euppdrt
of the Economic and Social Council and the Gerieral Aesembly. Chile had subm=
seribed to that Convention and had sgreed to comply with the principles
stated therein.

He agreed with those representatives who said that article 27 as it
8tcod vap Inadeguate: the simple recognition of the right to form and Join
trade unions was not enough; some provision mus t be adéed to ensure the ':
effective implementation of that right. Peragrapn 1 of the USSR amendment
incorporating the Lebanese amendment (h/CN h/L lll), was therefore eeeential.
The reiterated objection that Stetes could not immediately accept the obliga-‘
tion to guarantée or ensure the right in qusstion was not appllcable in the
:gap8e -of trade union rig hts, since the measures involved wers not of an
‘econamic nature and cowld be adopted immediately. |

While the wording of the Yugoslav amendment ( /CN h/L 78) was not
‘entirely satisfactory, it stated an essentlal right tbe rivht to strike,
without which most other rights would te illuearJ,

He polnted out that the USSR amendment (E/CN.4/L.50/Rev.l) was
almost identical with the amendment which the USSR had introduﬂed.at'the
previous seesicn, The Chilean de;egat on had been opgosee to tne carlier
amendment gnd-was, in beneral, opposed to the culrent amendment for the
folleowing reasons: - firstly, ‘it contained a number of detalle Whlch could
more propeérly te incluled in ILO Conventione, and, eecondly, it emphaeized
the political role of trade unions, rasher than the defence of the workers'
economic and social interests. His delegation was not prepared to accept
or reject the USSR emendment as a whole and noped that it would be put to
the vote paragraph by raragraph.

/As he bad
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As he had already stated he was in favour of paragraph 1, with the
Lebarese anendment,

The non-discrimination clause in paragraph 2 was nct necessary since
the principle of non-discrimination had already bsen proclaimed in gensyal terms,
Furthermore, numerous rights in both covenants were essential and inviolable.
That had not been stated in every case, however, and to state it in the case in
point might imply that the right to form trade unious was more essential and
ihviolable than the right to life or freedom; for example.

With regard to parasgraph 3, the term "wage workers" had various meanings
in various lenguages. Tha Spanish word "salarios" for example applied only to
manual workers end he folt thet such C(istinctions were invidious,  Moreover,
negative provisions prohibiting certain measures wers unnecessary if the funda-
mentai right to form and joir trade unions was stated in sufficiently strong
terms. If the USSR delegetion felt that paragraph 1 left ths door open to
equivocal interprotaticns the solution was to strengthcen and clarifly that
baragraph, rether than to introduce negative provisions in e later paragraph.,

By signing the ILO Couvention Chile had agreed to the principles -
contained in paragiaph h but the inclusion of such details was not appropriate
in the draft convention and would throw article 27 out of balance. Some genersal
refererce to those principles might be included in peragraph 1.

- His delegation would vote for paragraph 5, since it felt that the right
to strike must be specifically stated in the draft covensnt.

Whils he agreed that workers shculd be entitled to participate in
formuleting economig and social policy in enterprises, he was afraid that the
statement that trade union organizations should be permitted to perticipate in
the framing of economic and social policy at the local, regionasl and national
levels (paragraph 6) might sncourage trade uniocns to interfere in matters that
were, in fact, the comcern of the national legisletive and administretive
authorities, | ‘

‘The provisions of paragraph T were already covered by paragraph 1,
incorporating the Lebanese amencment, and his ccmments on the negative character
of paragraph 3 were equally appliceble to paragraph 8.

The Urugueyan amendment (E/CN.4/L.108) contained two ideas: firstly, &

general restriction on the right to strike, and, seccndly, a particular restric-

tion in relation to public services. In the latter connexion, he draw attention
/to the ILO
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to the ILO: Convention, which did not exclude all publid officials ffom the right
to‘strike, but only merbers of the armed forces and the police ead then only to '
the extent determined by pational laws or regulations. The second part of the
Uruguayan emcundment therefore constituted a retrogsrade measure for Statcs which
had acceded to the ILO Convention, | Q
The Chilean delegetion was in faVOUr of the idea contained in the Tirst
part of the Uruguayen amerdment, but felt that the dvalt covenant shiould merely..
proclaim the right to strike and that 1t should be for States to ragulate that
right in eccordence with the provisions of article 32, Tae first pert of the
Uruguayan amendment would unuacessarily opeﬁ the'way for the introduction of
further excepiions to the generel right., Ie was therefore unaeble to support

that amendment.

Mr. RAJAN (Indis) coneldered that treds union rights ware latent in the
right of essociation and should properly be included in the first draft covenant.
Nevertheless, if the Commission felt that trade union rights should be transferred
to the second draft covenant, they should be given the same status as political
and civil rights and he would therefors support varsgraph 1 of the Soviet Union
amendment, as amended by Lebanon, which provided for easuring those rights and
not only for recognizing them,

He agreed with the deletion of any reference to article 16, since the
tvo draft covenants wivld be separate instruments.

He was unable to SU?p»;* the rest of the USSR emendment. He preferred
& general clause on nen~Ciscrimination to & specific cleuse atfached to each
article, |[Moreover, the Cormission should not etitempt to gusrantes eny particular
form of trade union orgsiization; a general guarahtea was sulficient. lestly,
since article 27, being in the second draft covenaht, would not, like article 16,
be limited by article 2 ¢f the first draft covenant, the right to strike proclaimed
in paragraph 5 of the USSR amendmént would be unqualified.

The right to strike was not & primary right; like the right to life; 
it was more analogous to the right:of self-dofence and should bebexercised only
when other rights were endangered. ‘ TheAright tc strike rust be exercised only
when conciliation procesdures hed been exhausted and it must not be open to public
officials or members of the armed forces, otherwise it would endanger the imple-
mentetion of other rights and be contrary to the general welfare, Furthermore,

/the right
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the right to strike was consequent on the right to organize and depended on' the
particular 1abour‘organization in sach country. - It would be difficult, 7
therefore, to inciude'any SPecific,refarence to the right to strike and dangerous
to include ahy unqualified referencs to it. However, if the Commiscica felt that
it should be inéluded,‘he vould favour a clause along the lines of the Uruguayan*
amendment, thcugh he felt that that amendment might be better werded., He
therefore proposed that the words "may be restricted to" ehould be veplaced by
the wo“ds "may'only be resorted to in", which wculd more strongly imply that it
vas obligaeory to resort wo other measures first. He also proposed tiat the
words "and essential services” should be added after the words "public officials",

- Subject to those modificationg, hs would surport the Uruguayan emcnduent.

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) said that a number of representatives had
opposed the USSR amendment on the ground that its provisioans were too detailed -
for inclus*on in the draft covenant. In his opinicn that criticism was
unjustlfied and the contention that the covenant should contain only general
olauses was in direct contradictlon to what the General Assembly hed had in mind
‘in asking the Commissicn to improve the drafting of the covepant. If the general
tendency to delete references to specific rights on the ground that they were
covered by general clauses were pushed to its logical conclusion, it might be
argued that there was no need for eny covenant, since the rights that it proclaimed
vers already stated in gemaral terms In the Charter. '

He thorefore folt that it was only logical that States which agreed with

the principles stated-in the USSR amendment should vote in favour of it.

Mr, WAFEED (Fakisten) said thet his.delegation recognized trade union
rights as being of the utmost importance to all workers,

In Pakistan legitimate trade union activities were developing at a
tremendous rate as a result of the rapid industrializaticn of the country. The
Government did not interfere with trade Qnion activities and believed that e
healthy trade union movement was ecesential to & happy relationship between
industfy end labour end that all labour problems should be solved with the

co-operation of the workers.

/Bie delegation
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His delegation would therefore support peragraph 1 of the USSR
amendment, as amended by the Lebanese amendment although it would bo:- unable
to’ support tne detailed provisicns contained in subsequent paragraphs of the
USSR text, since it belleved that they were & metier for ILO conventions
He would vote in favour‘of the right to strike, subject to the resecivations

contained in the Uruguayan amendment.

Mr. MCROZOV‘(Uhien of Sovict Socialist Republics) remarked that the
USSR amendment (E/CN.%/L.50/Rev.l) had been subjected to criticisms which,
while unjustified, covered a remarkebly wide range: 1t had been caid, on the
one hand, that the amendment granted the right of association to millionaires,
end on the other, that it gave workers the right to revolution. He felt it
unnecessary to reply to such obviously sbsurd asserticns beyond stating that it
should be plain to every unbiased person that the amendment contaired nelither
ides, | ‘ . ,
The representative of the Internetional Confederation of Free Trade’
Unions, instead of assistiang the Commission by offering helpful suggestions, had
taken it upon herself to criticiz e‘the position of'the USSR delegation and the
USSR amendment. He strongly doubted that such acticn fell within the province
of the non»governmental organization she represented; certainly har slanderous
attacks on the Constitution of his country did<not.,' She had alleged that
articls 126 of that Constitution vitiated trade union rights; =& reading of
the entire erticle -~ rather than of parfs taken out of context -- would show
that, on the contrary, it easured to wofkers the fres exercise of trade union
rights and postulated that the Communist Party was the vanguard of the workers
and the spearhead of all their organizations. The attempt to prove that workers
in the USSR were punished for endeavouring to exercise the right to strike was
equally preposterous. ' | |

"It might be asked, hovever, nhy the ICFTU represenuative had cpoken
with such bitterness ageinst the USSR on several occasions, and why her organize-
tion -- quite independently of lébour condi*ionsrin the USSR -~ did not support
the USSR amendmont which was so phrased that any organi ation which truly
represented the interests of the worklrg nasses was bound to support it. The
ansver was, quite simply, thet the ICEFTU did not represent those interests. It
was a dissident organizatlon which had betrayed the workers., He cited The Times =-

/a newspaper
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& newspaper no one would dream of accusing of‘Ccmmﬁnist leanings -- to chow that
et 1ts recent congress held at Milan the ICFTU had spent its tims in making high-
gounding speeches instead of attempting to take concreté'acfion to heln the
workers; and an article by the organization's'own secretary~treasursy declaring
that workers had to accept strict control and that the arganization would, in e
sense, have to become an agent enforcing the will of the'government. It was not
surprising that an organization pursuing such reactionery aime, uttsrly contrary
to the interests of the working masscs, had refused all negotiatica with the
WFLU -- which really rapresented the workers of *he world —-Naﬁd had heeped
slender and abuse upon it. ;

Scveral delegations hed eriticized uhe USSR amenduwent to article 27 on
the grounds that its paregreph 1 ineluded in general tsrmu gll tiie ideas developed
in dgtall in the subsequent paragraphs, The Folish rep:eaentative had already
shown the fallacy in that argument; &nd he would not weary the Comnmission by
once again defending the thesis that a statement couched in general terms should
be followed by e mcre detailed enuweration of principies lending it strength and
substance ~- a theris which applisd tofarticle'ET. |

While he considered all the paragraphs of the USSR &mendmeﬁt necessary,
he wished to emphasize particulerly the imporiance of paragraphs 2 and 5.
Peragraph 2 stated that the enjoyment of trade union rights -- which wera
essential and inviolable -~ shculd be gﬁaranteeé to all woage vo*kefs without
distinction, The necessity for such a provision was proved by numerous communi-
cations alleging infringement of trade union “1vhts received under Economic and
Social Couneil resclution 277 (X); to cite but one exemple, & commmication from
the Unicn des Syndicats Confdadrdes du Maroc (E/2154/A32.5) showed that thers was
flagrant discrimination asgainst Morcccan workers, who were de?rived of all trede
union rights. t was worthy of note that the Moroccan Union addressed a request

to the Council Tor wnrestricted trade union rights for all worksrs, which it
based on article 23, paragreph b of the Universal Doclaration of Humen Rights,
Thus texts drafted by the Commission lsnt strength to workers struggling to
achieve the exercise of their various rights. W '

Peragraph 5, which in tha briefest terms possible guaranteed the right
to strike, should not be limited in any way. At present, when there was a strong
movement in capitalist countries to destroy the gains‘of the ﬁorking class, when

recent legislation in the United States, such as the McCarran, Smith, and

/Tart-Hartley
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Taft-Hartley Acts, repressed the workers' froedom of association and expression,
end when an even more readtionary bill which would make striking in some circum-
stances and outside aid to strikers actionable, was before Congress, it was
absolutely necessary to state unequivocaliy that workers had a right tc strike.
The USSR would thersfore vote ageinst all amendments placing a limitation on that
right, since their adoption would only euncourage Governments to put down itrade
unionism, whereas a clear recognition of that right would place & powerful weapon
in the hands of workers 1n capitalist countries who were figh%ing for ell the

other cconomic and scocial rights enunciated in the covenant.

Mr. CIENG PAONAN (Chins) remarked that the purpcse of article 27 was
not to ensure to workers the right to form associlations in order to use various
methods for securing and protecting thelr sconomic interests, but to give them
the right to form associatione simply in order to secure and protect thsir
aconomic interssts.

He drew attention to o commuricstion Trom the TAC (E/CN.L/655/Add.3) in
which it was stated thaf since articls 27 was deslgned to protect the right of
industrial and other worksrs to form trade unions, the Commission might consider
including in the erticle a roferemce to cultivatcrs and agricultural workers,
whose rights were of besic importance, and who cheould be ensured a rzasonable
return for their labour aad protected from unfair conditions.

He would support the Lebanese amendment alone (E/CN.#/L.lll), feeling
that by adopting more detailed provisions the Commission would ta trespassing on
the territory of the II0, Furthermore, it was not proper to guarantee the right
to strike without first outlining the many methods ~- such as fact finding,
negotiation, concilistion, mediation, arbitratlon ~-- which should be tried before

a strike was declsred,

Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) requssted the Commission's permission to
introduce en amendmenbé/to the USSR amendment, as the time set for the submission

of such smendments had elapsed.
The Commission agreed to receive the Chilean ameandment.

The mesting rose at 1 p.m.

l/ The Chilean amendment was subsequently issued as document E/CN.&/L.l62/Rev.l.

2/6 p.m,





