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Mr. ClIANG (Ohina) agreed to accept certain modifications

proposed by the French delegation (E/ON.4/306) in the Chinese amendment

to the Drafting Committeets text of article 18· (E/CN.4/3V7). Howeyer)

he wished to :PI'ess for the retention of the wor'd "national" before

"aecur-i ty" in the second sentence 0:( the Chinese amendment. He was

anxious that there should be no confusion bet'vreen national and

social security.



~~. PAVlOV (Union of Soviet Socialist RepUblics) agresd to

that suggestion.

VU"'. OHANG (China) 'Iifthd.'t'ew his emendmerrt and :Proposed instead

tho insertion of the word tlnational rr before 11security" in vhatever text

vas taken as a basis for v» I:i:l.ng.

/Nr.· HORA

The CE'AJ:BVJAN said that the tex~0 of the French amendment

(E/CN.4/306) vTould be taken as a oasis for the vote, and the alternative

sUGgestions-put f'ol'Wal'a. Dj" 'the o.aleGations of the United States, Chfna

and Olrl.Le, wouLd be regaY.'eteQ, as e.meu:lta.e:::l.ts to that text.

~w. OASSIN (France) was unable to accept ~he inclu~ion of
the \Yords "and to freedom or stl~eet processions and demonstrations 11 in

the tGxt of the Frenoh amenoment. In his opinion, such demonstrations

miGht constitute a pub ldc nuisance and Lead to civil disord.er. He could

not be re8~onsible fo~ the insertion of those words and suggested that

Mr. PavlovshouJ,d submit the pr0.p0sal as. a for:maJ. USSR amendment,

r.1r. PAVIJJV (Union of So·r'let. Sooi~.list Republics) objected that

he found no mention of the :l,.'ight to ho1.ri fl"Greet 'processions and

dem.onstrations in the Frenoh 'text. As the text stood, freedom of'

assembly was guaranteed. but the riGht 'bo hold demonstrations, which was

equaLly valuable for freedom of expression, Was left unprotected. Ile

urged the French representative to incc~porate a referenoeto it in

his text of article 18.

..
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Mr. OASSnr (France) lies unable to agree to the insertion

of the Ivord "national" in the Frenoh amendment.

Mr. INGIES (Philippines) was anxrous to under's'band the

implications of the ~~·ords "or the protectton of the rightD and freedoms

of obher-a 11 in the French text. lie was no't sure that they war,e

appropriateJ~ placed in that article.

Mr. CASSIN (Fl'ance) explained that whereas the term "publf,c

order" protected the physical l'io;hts of Jlrivate per-sona, the phrase

g,l'1.eried was felt to protect their spiritual rights, aGainst totalitarian

agitation, for example.
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Hln. MOPA (Vruguay) said t1w:li he ,",oula. vote in favour of the

§ranch amendment. ' It heel many ad-rantagesand embodied several of the

ooncepts of the Uruguayan Oonstitution. He was uneasy, however, 1r.ith

r.eG81'd to the phrase in rlu.estion. He oonSidered that it might be

better placed. in article 4, which lies to be a general article of

limitation, and. he suggested that it should. be cl.eleted. from article 18.

The CRAIRilAN explained th8't a.Lbhough HIee the representative

of, UruGuay she- felt that all limitations 'rouJ.d. be better deleted. and '

replaced by a general artic18, article 4 Imd not yet been written and in

the meantll~e it was necessary to inolUde particular limitations in

each article.

Mr. INGIES (Philippines) thought that the phrase in question

was a. lnestr1ction on f:t'eeclom of expreaef.on, o.esigned to safeguard the

. interests of private persons. lie oonafdared bheref'or-e that it sho1..llel be

inoluded amonG the 1~nitations on the riGht to freedom of speech in

article, 17 J and he requeat.ed that the' phraae should. be voted on apar-t

:from the body of the French text.

The CllAlrMKN put the USSR amendment to the vote.

The amendment wa.s re,jec~~9- Pl..2 vot,!9s to 3! With, 6 abstel1:t~.

The CHAI~J put to the vote the United states amendment

proposing the insertion of the 110rds "reasonable and" before "neceaeary "

in the -bhil"d line of the French amendment.

The :Ot~ite a. States anlenam,e}).t was" l"e~ected.. b;Y .2 votes, to 3.. wi~2:.

7 abstent!s>ns.

'1'ho CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Ohinese amendment proIJosing

the insertion of the word "natdona.L'' before "aecur t ty'' in the third

line of the French amendment.

~l~,nese~~:~,was ~l?~,ecl, b;Z:..,7 votes to 4, i·rith 4 ab!3tentions.

jrrhe CJ:TAIR-iAN
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The CHAIBM.'UIT then put to the 'Vote the Chilean proposal to insert 1

end of the French amendment, after "in a democratic socfety'", the

'words "" •• and, in countries which consider it necessary, to prevent the

activities of fascist or totalitarian groups or parties f' (E!CN,4/308).

After a short disoussion, in which Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics) asked for a separate 'Vote on the word tttotal1ta:dantl

as being tautological, and Mr~ MALIK (Lebanon) asked for a separate vote

on the ~·rord "fascist ll as being unnecessary, Mr, SAGtJES (Chile) Withdrew

the words "fascist or" n

Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) objected that

the word If totalitarian" had no clear connotation and said that he would

be unable to support the amendment t.n that form,

The Chilean prol,Josal,2 !i~~~LW.9_~, 1"0 .j~.2..ted...k}.. vot~~ .to 3, With
4 ebatentaons ,
............ I" "

The CRAI8W\N put to the vote the phrase 1I0r the protection of

the rights and freedoms of others".

6.:t was~ci~d ~o retain ~J2hr~se.by, 10 votes to 1, id th 4 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "tn a democratd,c society".

The J2f1r~se was ~J.ecte.d by ?, 'Votes to 2t, wi~p 6 ab.s~tions~

The CHAIRMP~ put to the vote the first .part of the French

amendment as far as the words "prasorfbed by la~~II.

The fi.rst :/2art. of the ame.n~nt,.2~~ptedb;r ,14 votes to none,

With 1 abstention.
---. I JP.....,. _ •

'J:he CHAIRMAN !lut to the vote the WOl"ds "and vrhioh are necessary

to assure national security".

~'~..J?hr.ase. v7!2S adop~d Py 10 vo~tes. ~none.J w~ tp :2 ab_stent~9!l~·

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "publio order".

~~wprd!;1•.'!i.ere_ai2J?:t.e9-. by 11 votes .to ngne..l-;wi t].1 s.~~en.tiol}§l_.

/The CRA.IRMAN
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vo~ th~ ~"ords tithe protection of health

or morals I1 • ' ,

The", worg.2 we~ adppte§. Pit ,;tf,.v9~E!.s ..;.;to nOl~.: , Wi :.t.h, '3 aE~.:\i2:p.tions.

< :
. .

The' CRArBMAN put to the 'Vote 'the ",rhole of' the Frenohtext of

article 18, amended to read as follows: "Everyone has the right to

f:roeedom of peaceful, aSf)embly, . No restriotion shall beplace~ on the

Elxei'clse' of this rieht other than ,those' IlX'esor1bed by la"T and. which are

necessary to assure national security, publio order, the protection of,

health or moze.Ls , or the protection of the rights ana-freedoms of others""

Ar~l,c,l!3.J§...':P.~~;E.t~,,1?l., ,1?..J:Q~,.J~.212ne .'. wi th ,~b.s~~£.t~~~.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of 'SoViet Sooialist Republics) said that hi~,

had been unable to vote fol" 'thatve,:rsion of a.:t;'tiole 18 because the

important USSR amendment regard.ing street processions had been rejected,

as had the reference to the prohibition of fasoist organiza,tions, As '

it stood, he considered that the article omitted the essential

restriction and included many others whioh were unnecessary. Further,

he was unable' to understand how the right to freedbm of assembly could

affect publio health,

The CMIRM1\N expla:l.ned that in cases of epidemics, it might well

pro'Ve necessary to restriot thepublicfs right of assembly for its 01v.n

protection, '

Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukrainian So'V'iet Socialist RepUblic) said that

his delegation had abstained from 'Voting on article 18 because of the·', '

omis,Sionofthe freedom to hold street p:rooessions and therefusal'tc'

adopt a proposal banning fascist organizaM0l1s. He regretted 'thl;lt"t;he

word "fascism" was losing its sharp a,efinition; in his opinion, the

t:rue meaning of the word "democrecy" was also becoming clouded. in certain

countries.

Artiole 19
; ' ..~

M:r.'s. MEAGRmR (Wol"ldFed,eration of Trade Unions) wished to point

aut that there waE! a fundamental difference between trade un.ion rights

and freed.om of association. Trade union rights were of the utmost

Importenoe to the 'Workers in both capttal:l.st and sooialist societies,'

ITbJ3 permanent



E/CN.4/SR l2:J.
Page 7

The psrmenerrb charaoter of trade unions made it impossible for an

article on freedom of association to cover trade union rights: a special

article on those rights should be included in the Covenant. The Economio

and Social Oouncd L had sanctioned that vie'\,'1 in its Resolution 193 (VIII)

which suggested that a special article on trade union rights should be

d,raWl1 up for inclusion in the Covenant on Ruman Rights.

The additional article proposed by the USSB dolecstion (E/ON.4/263)

answered the preoccupations of the workers, and was fitted to serve as

a formal medium between the affi:m.ation of principles in the Declaration

of Human Rights and the 110 Convention.

Miss SENDER (American Federation of r~bor) urged the Commission

to include in the Covenant provis1ons for the protection of working men

and women. She idshed to propose an amendment containing an enumeration

of the minimum rights needed to insure that protection (E/C~2/l96); the

most controversial had been omitted. Many of the so ..called civil rights

guaranteed by the Covenant 'rould be illusory wi'bhout the economic and.

social rights proposed in that ~endment.

She did not agree that the existence of prior conventions on a topic

shoulcl prevent its inolusion in the Covanant; there was to be an article

on freedom af infonnation, although there were already special conventions

on that tOIlic ..

Although the matters under cliscuesion closely' concerned the ILO, not

all Members of the United Nations were members of thatspecializedagency.

She therefore hoped that the Commission would adopt the French amendment

to article 19 (E/CN.4/230), designed to extend the BUE:\rantees provided

in the International Convention on Freedom of Assooiation and Protection

of the Right to Organize.

She emphasized that the working people of the world were among the

best supporters of the United Nations and urged that their cause should

be supported by the Commission onnuman Rights ..

tir. PAVLOV (Union of SoViet Socialist Republics) reminded the

Chail~an that the Soviet proposal to substitute a new text for articles 18

and 19 (E/cN~4/272) was also before the Commission with regard to artiole. 19;

In addition, if the amendment of the American Federation of Labor was to

be discussecl at that juncture the Soviet Union's proposed ne~ articl~
. ,

on trad.e union rights (E/aN.4/263) should also be dealt with. It

contained certain positive end far-reaching proposals and had the support

of many workers' organizations.

/The CHA1l1HP...N
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The CHAIRMAN said that unless one of the delegations represented
." .

on the Commission sponsored the amenfuaent of the American Federation of

.. Labor (E/C.2/196), it' was' no'b '.fonna11! before the Commission. She

assumed that only the second paragraph of the Soviet proposal for·

articles 18 anh \9 would. applY to the current ·dis·cussion. 'Y11 th regard, .

however, 'bo the proposal for an additional article, she. considered. that

the ,quest~on of new articles should be taken up at the end of the.
. .

discussion on part II of the Covenant.

Article 19 dealt '\'iith freedom of association in the broad sense and. .
she did not feel that trade union rights should be referred to explicitly.

ROi-rever, if the proposal of the American Federation of Labor were

sponsored, that part of it concerned with the right to form and join. .
trade unions "rould be in place in the discussion on article 19.

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) sa1a. he was willing to support'the United

States text of article· 19 (E/CN.4/296).. Ha wil3hed to suggest, howe ver ,
. . .

that the vTords "and. rea~onably" beforellnecessary" should be d.eleted, a~d

that the words "public order1t followed by the usual list of restrictions,

"public health or morals, ebo , It should be inserted after "national

seaurityll • The use of those word.s had already been explained. in

ea~lier discussions.

\

Mr._ CASSIN (France) accepted the United. States text as a basis

for discussion. Re proposed, however, that the wording Should be

brought into line inth the other articles, in accordance "Tith the .Hlgyp'bian

pro~osal, and the first paragraph made into a positive statement.

, 111tn :rega.rd. to the amendment, proposed by El'ance (E/CN)~/230)" he

recalled that in the previous article he had wiShed to inciud.e the concept

of a democratic society, The earlier rights guaran'beedby the Covenant

were personal and legal safeguards, not connected With the political

form of society.. Artioles 18 and 19 were connected with public

freedoIDs, so that the C01l1lllission must needs give some characterization

of the framework of sccte ty, He was an,"Ci01..1S, therefore, to include

a provision to soma extent controllinG national legislation.

There had. been lengthy d.isou6sion on trade union rights in the

Economic and. Sooia1 Councf.L, and the text of its resolution '\Ilaa significant..

He oons i.de'red, therefore, that great care must be taken to avoid,

pre jUdicing ear1,1er conventions and he would. stand by the amendment

proposed. by his deleGation.

;Miss BO'Yrn::

\
\

I
J

(
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Miss BOWIE (United. Kingdoh1) was,senel"al1:y- sjeakdng , in favour

of the article 19 suggested by theD:raf'ting Committee. The right of

association concerned associations in general and not simply trade unaons,

The amendment proposed by the American Federation of Labor, therefore,

should be the sub ject of a separate article.

However, the United Kingdom had certain proposals to make in conn~xion

vith article 19 (E/CN.4/227) . The last sentence of the Drafting Oommtttee' s

text with the cross references .to arUcle 16 and 17 should be deleted.

A new paragraph should be added, providing. for certain possible restrictions

on the right of association of civ:i,l servanbe , the armed. forces and the

police.

With regard to the French amendment (E/CN.4/230), she considered that

there was no point in mentioning the earlier ILO Convention) since all the

signatories were necessarily bound by it) while on the other hand it was

impossible to bind other countries by that Convention simply by a statement

in the Covenant .

} ,
i I

:/ '

\

V
r I
~;
\

. Speaking as representative of the United States, the CBAIRY~N

said that her delegation accepted most of the sUGgestions made by the

representatives of France and Egypt in the new version of the United. States

amendment (E/CN .4/296/Corr.l). She requested a separate vote) however,

on the words "reasonable and ll
•

The United States delegat1onconsidered that the Drafting Committee's

text left the way open for legi~lation restricting the freedom of associa­

tion. The United Kingdom amendment (E/CN .4/227) provfd.ed for too )llI3,ny

exceptions) and the American Federation of Labor amendment) if sponsored,

would have to be discUssed in oonnexion with.a separate article.

She was not ~holly in favour of the .French proposal to incorporate

an additional paragraph in article 19, but considered.that it would be

improved by the addition of the words "in s\, far as States parties to

that Convention are concerned" and the use of the ''lord 11 impair" rather

than "prejudice",

Mr. CASSIN (Flance) was prepared to accept the first United States

suggeatdon , but wished to retain the word "prejudice" since the wording had'

been very carefully framed and discussed in .the Economic and Social Council.

He was anxious that the amendment, should be adopted since it 'toJaB essential

tl1at contradicotry obligations under international ir..struments should be

reconciled.

.~
I
I

I

/JYlr.. N..r'\l,lK
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Mr. MALTIC (Lebanon) remarked ~at the' text proposed by t~e

United States formed an acceptable basis for article 19. Re preferred

the first paragraph ot the United States text to 'the corresponding part

of the Drafting Committee's text and the United Kingdom amendment

thereto, as being more in conformity with the articles immediately

preceding al~ticle 19; and he felt that the words "reasonably and"

should be retained, although they had been deleted from article 18.
As regards the additional paragraph proposed in the United Kingdom

amendment, he would have no difficulty insupportine; it, since it was

framed in the permissive form, and since the restrictions it imposed

were a !l1atter of course. He would , however, be unable to support the

French amendment in any form, for the reasons already stated by the

representative of the United Kingdom and the Unitecl States. If it

were put to the vote as amended by the representative of the United States,

he wouJ,d abstain from voting.

As regards the United Kingdom proposal to delete the second sentence

',of the Drafting Committee's text, Mr. Malilc bhough't it was important that

the enjoyment of rights and freedoms gt~ranteed for individuals should

be ensured also for associations as such, and therefore proposed that

that sentence should. be added to the United States text; but since the

United Kingdom representative objected to references to other articles

by their numbers, he would agree to have the text of the sentence

modified a.ccordingly.

M:r. SOEBENSEN (Denmark) remarked that the purpose which the

representative of Leba.non wished to achieve by the retention of the

second sentence of the Drafting Committee's text could be attained

more conveniently by inserting in article 17 a phrase similar to

that already included in article 16, to the effect that the

freedom concerned co~ld be enjoyed by everyone "alone or in com­
munity with others",

'Mr. Soerensen felt that the question of trade l..mion riGhts should

be dealt witl1 in another part of the Covenant; while recognizing

the important :part played by trade unfona, he stressed that

they were not the only associations which protected the economic

interests of the,people; in his own country, as no doubt in many

/0t:he rs



l-'1r. INGLES (Philippines) was unable to support the Fr.ench

amendment. It was a principle of international law that States parties

to an international convention 1'iere in duty 'bound not to pass any

national leGislation inconsistent 1Y1th that convention. Oonsequerrt'Iy,

the reservation fm,'mulated 'by the representative of France might perhaps

~. be incorporated in the International Convention on Freedom of Association

and Protection of the Right to Organize, but on no account in the

Int61~ational Covenant on Human Rights.

E/CN~4./SR.l21
Page J.1 .

others) those interests were safeguarded also by such oreanizations

as farmers' and fishermen's associations. The general principle

of the freedom of association for purposes of economic protection

was sufficiently prOVided for in the United States te~t; trade

un5.ons should not be sineled out for special mention in art:tcle 19.

In conclusion, the representative of Denmark stated that he

would SU1)port the. amendment proposed by the French delegation.

Mr. CASS:rn (France) remarked that the French amendment

had oricinally been submitted as an amendment to the Drafting Oommitteets

text. He would, however) agree to }?resent it as an amendment to the

United States te:itt.

He endorsed the Danish representative's obseryations with regard

to the point raised by the representative of Lebanon.

/articles l8

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) said in replY to the re]?resentative

of' Denmark that the course which the latter had suggested would fail

to meet- his p'V~ose) since the }?hrase "alone or in community ldth

others" would still protect the right of the individual rather than

that of the assooiation as a cO~Forate body~

l'fJr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) remarked

that the United States text v~s unsatisfactory in its present form,

because its first paragraph v~s too general while the second was)

conversely) too narrow and ~estrioted. However, those defects would

become harmiless if the seconduaragraph of the USSR amendment to
. - .
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artioles18 and 19 (E!cr:L4/272) were added €lathe ,third paragraph

of the United states text.' 'That para:gi~aI)h would. ensure that organizations

whioh conspired to destroy human rights ''Would be Cl.enied the, freedom

of aesocfabf.on, If the 'article were "in that form, the USSR delegation

'tQuld be able to vote in fa\TOU1~ of It ~ ,

Mr. Pavlov favoured' the dej.etiob. of the "Tords "reasonabf,e and "

from the United States te:ict, since those words fmposed ail" miditional '

restriction and imp1ied,uoreover, that parts of the national laws

of some States were not reasonabl'e. He' troul.d oppose the 1!rench

amendment, which he consfder'ed superfluous; he did not think that the

International Covenant on Human Rights' rieed take into consj.c1eration the

provisions of less genera.l, special conventions. He would also oppose

the'.additional para'graph proposed by the Un.ited Kingdom, sinoe the

reference to "restrictions' pursuant to Law" in the United' states was

sufficient to cover the case of members of the administration of the

State, the :9011ce and the armed forces. He explained, hovever , that

he 'Would oppose the pr~'Posed reference to the armed forces only bece use

he conatdered it superflUous, not beca use he objec'bec1 to it in principle.

~~. Pavlov agreed With the representative of Lebanon that the rights

of associations as separate bodies should be protected, but felt that

another article might be devoted to that concept. He remarked, in
, . '

conclusion, that the reason why trade unions had been 'the only

assocIations to be referred to indiVidually in oonnexion with article 19

was that ths;}r i'Tere most 'dde~yrepresentative of the 'Worldng masses'

of the ''1'Orld.

The CHA.IBJilAN put to the vote the USSR proposal to add' to the

United States text the second' paragraph of its amendment to articles -18­

and 19 8J.1pearing in document E/ON.4/272.

Tp~ 11rol1osal. ':das .!~~ted bl.J :,O'o,es to,,3 l, ''W~,th 6 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the French amendment as amended
by the United ~tates.

~2mendment ~s..edo;l?ted, by 0 yote,~... .:to .4, ~~ith 4 a'bsten~ions..:.

The CIIArnvJA...lIl put to the vote the Lebaneae amendmerrt ,

oonsisting in the addition to the United States text of the sscond

/sentence of



sentence of the text preliElred by the Drafting Committee.

The CITAIRMArT put to the vote the Egyptian amendment consisting

in the deletion of the words "reaeonab.l,e and II from. the United states text..

The amendment .'?Taa adOJ?t~d b;y: 9_votes to 3,_'W:l. th 4 eb,stentions .
..

The CHAIRMAlT liut to the' vote' the fil'st :part of the United

States text} down to the lTords "pursuant to Law";

~~st :part of the Uni~...§!.~~~0~:t i·mB adopted by 14, v2.:Ges

to po;ne I i'1'ith 2 abstell,tions:.

The CHAIRVuUl put to the vote the second J?8rt of the

United States te)ct, as amended by EgY,Dt and France.
\

The seoond l?Ell"t of the Unit2.9-., ~ta~~~e2St~was adon~~, as ;tm"end:ed 'b:(

~,,!;ElS to none , with.4 ab,stentions.

The CHAJ11HAN put to the vote article 19 as El whole} as

amended b3" the United States.

Article 19 'Was adopted by 11 votes to none. ''With 5 !ibatentions:;

The ClIAIRMAN stated that, as the article had been adopted .m

the form Droposed by the United states, the United lGngdom amendment to

the lli'aftil'lg Committee's text ,,,ould not be put to the vote.

Hr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet SociaUst Republics) said in'

explanation of his vote tha'c he had abstained for the same reasons as

those he hod indicated in ccnnexion with the Vote on article 18.

Article 20

The CHA:rnWJ~r oal1ed upon the Commission to consider

article 20 and the United States} Philippine, USSR, and French

amendments thereto, as set forth in documont E/mq.4/296•
Speaking as representative of the United States of America} she

drew attention to the faot tha'b the United States amendmerrb fol10'Vred

'che toxt of' Article 2 of the Declaration of Human Righ'bs more close11

than the 'Wording J?r01JOsed by the Draft lng Coromittee •

!lfrr. INGIES
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Mr. DIGLES (Philippines) stated in explanation of his

amendaerrt that the text of Article 7 of tihe Declaration of Human Bights

_provided ~idersafsguards than the text prepared by the Drafting.

Committee; that was why he had proposed the replacement of the

latter text by that of Article 7, substituting the word "Covenant"

for IIDeclaration", The Dl~afting Committee I s text ivould have been

mars accepbabf,e if iter list of possible' grounds for discrimination

had not been excl.usdve but had adopted the phrase used in Art~cle 2

of the :oeclaration: lIi'lithout distinction of any kind, such as .... I1
•

However, the text of Article 7, being more categorical, was generally

:preferable.

Re]?lying to a remark by the ClIA.IRHAN, who wou1d accept the

Philip:oine text ]?rovided. that ended w.ith the words " ••••• in this Covenant11 ,

Mr. Ingles pointed out that the words "and against any incitement

to such discrimination ll offered an additional safeguard, and should

ther~fore be retainsd.

~~. OASSIN (France) observed that the difficulty micht be

resolved if the Commission adopted as article 20 the wordinc proposed

in the ~:rench amendment, adding as a separate paragra~h the sUbst~nce

of the second par-t of the Philippine amendment. He remarked that the

French and United States amendments were identical in substance, and

should thenceforth be considered as a single text.

~~. PAVLOV (Union of, Soviet Socialist Republics) drew

attention to the text proposed by his delegation in replacement of

article 20. He would comment on that' text at the proper time. As

regards the,present article 20 whioh, according to his suggestion} should

become article 21, he favoured the Philippine amendment.

The CHAIE1'1AN tol,d the representative of the USSR that the

text he proposed would be di~cussed ~rt a later stage tOGether with

other proposed new articles.

~liss BOHIE (United KinGdom) said that she woul.d support the,

French..Uni"bed States amendment. She was unable to support the Philippine

/amendOlent



't
/the Covenan.t

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republios) observed,

in reply to the United Kingdom representative, that the extent to which

Governments practised or did not practise sex discrimination could not

be gauGed by the number of women members in their delegations to the

United Nations: what mattered were such wider questions as equal pay

for equal work and so forth. In the USSR, all women citizens enjoyed

the real benefits of se~ equality,

Mr. GRANG (China) remarked tn.,t protection of the law under

article 20 should not necessarily be restricted to the enjoyment of

rights and freedoms set forth in the 'Covenant; other freedoms Which,

for some reason, might not be inoorporated in the Covenant might deserve

an equal measure of protection~ He stressed that his remark was not

intended as a formal Froposal but only as a tentative suggestion for

consideration by the Commission.

E/CN.4/sR.121
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amendment because she did ~ot feel that the time had yet come when

a .liating of possible grounds for discrimination could be dispensed

with. The United Nations had repeatedly proclaimed its opposition

to discrimination of' any kind, but conditions had not changed

SLlfficiently to warrant the assumption that discr1.mination was no longer

beinG pract:l.sed. Thus, the fact that so few women were aent to

reprsE!ent their Governments in the United Nations was a pl"oof of

continued discrj,mination against 'Women: if women l'eally enjoyed

equal opportunities, the proportion of women representatives would

surely be higher. Miss Eowis ~tressed that when the draft Covenant

was transmitted to Govel~ments for consideration, the latter should

earnestly oonsider the need to demonstrate by llractioal measures their

avowed belief in the equality of the sexes.

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) having suggested that the text of

article 2 of the Declaration of Human Rights might be adopted as article 20

of the draf't Covenant, with the repJ.acement of the word "Declaration ft

by "Covenant", Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist RepubLfcs ) l)ointed

out that such a text would not be entirely satisfactory, as it was

imllossible to speak of "rights and freedoms set forth in this Covenant 11 :
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the Covenant did not set forth rights but guaranteed them. He suggested

that the representatives of' the United States of' America, France and the.

Philippines should consult together and submit an agreed text to the

Oommission at the opening of the following meeting.

The meeting "'ose at, .5,. 35 J? ',lll;.




