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DRAFT COVENANT ON HUMA.N RIGHTS

Art2:.2!e 22 (Eis!: 11-/312)

Mr. CBANG (China), Without expressing any opinion on the

subsbanoe . of the matter, thought that the Fr-ench proposal was similar'

in meahing to the Australian alternative version -_ the formulation of

Which was, however, simpler.

The CHAII~ffiN called for consideration of the text presented

'by the Drafting COIml1ittee (E/cN.4I3l5). Alternative wordings had

'been proposed for parts of the article on which no agreement had 'been

ree.ched.

;?a.ragraph 1
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YIT. CASSIN (France) found none of the alternatives suggested

in that paragraph satisfactory. Re suggested that it might simply

read: ItNothing in this COvenant may 'be interpreted as implying for

any State, group or person any right to engage in any activity or

perform any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and

, freedoms defined and delimited herein. 11
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The CI:IAlRlv.iAN j pointing out that the meaning of "definedl ! and

1tdeHm:l ted" was the same, suggested that the latter word could be

deleted. In view of the fact that the French proposal was the same as

the first F8rt of the composite text, there would be no need to put it

to a separ~te vote. She wQuld Fut paragraph (1) to the vote in parts,

beginning~ith the words: "Nothing in this Covenant may be interpreted

as imFlying for any State, group or person any right to engage in any

activity or perform any act aimed at the destruction ••• II , to which no

alternative version had been presented.

The b~~nning ~! ~he.~aragra~~ Was unan1~ously adopte~.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first alternative suggestion

to the second part of the sentence, to I:l.dd the wO'rds 11 or Hmi tationlf

after the phrase just adopted •.

The ~ords Were r~jected bl 6 vot~~ ~o J, With 5 abstentions.

The CHAIffifJ.AN put to the vote the follo'''ing second. alternative,

suggestion to the second part of the sentence: "of any of the rights'

and f'needcms defined herein" •

~hat phrase yas adoEted by 10 vgyes to pone, with 2 absten~lons.

~at Ehrase Was adoEted by 10 votes to 3.

!Paragra;Q~ (1) I

The CHAIRMAN hoted that the vote just taken eliminated the

third alternative Which pertained to the same s~bJect. She then put

to the vote the last alternative suggestion, Which read.: "or .at their

limitation to a greater extent than la already provided. for in this

Covenant. 11

The CHAIRMAN ~ut paragraph 1 as a Whole to the vote drafted

as follows: ft/Nothing in this Covenant may be interpreted as implying

for any state, group or :person any right to engage in any activity or

perform any act aimed at the destruction of, any of the rights and

freedollis defined herein or at their limitation to a greater e~tent

than is already provided for in this Covenant."



Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) Was opposed

to the last phrase of that paragraph} Which 'could refer both to eXisting

and future conventions.

With regard to the words "in addition to", he suggested" that

decision on that phrase should be deferred until the proposed additional

articles had oeen considered.

/Mr. MORA

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out

that the Drafting Committee had not SUfficiently discussed paragraph 2,

Which as it stood seemed illog:tcal and open to controversy. 'I'he

reference to other conventions to Which states were parties was not clear

and ndght include one-sided agreements giving privileges of extra­

territoriality and special property rights to foreigners residing in

certain countries. He proposed that that phrase, to Which he oojected,

should be put to a seIJarate vote.

With regard to the words "are in addition toll, he pointed out that

the draft covenant did not contain a great many fundamental 80cial and

economic rights recognized in certain States; conse~uently it could not

oe said that the rights set forth therein were in addition to the rights

guaranteed under the laws of any Contracting State. He was oIJPosedto

that phrase and proIJosed that it also should b~ put to a separate vote.

He fully supported the words "not in derogation of such rights and

freedoms as may be guaranteed to all under the laws of any Contracting

State ll and stressed their importance in making clear that the provisions

of the draft convention should serve to improve, and not to oe detrimental

to, the living conditions of the people concerned.

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the words: 11or "conventions to

which it is a IJartyll} which referred to conventions or agreements ;which
, '.'

states acceding to the draft Covenant mjght previously hav~ ratified.

E/CN.4/00 124
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~graph (1) 1 as amend.8.d, was ;tdopted b;{ n._votes to none, with

2 aOstentions.

Para6!a:ph g
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Mr. INGLES (Philippines) was opposed, on grounds of propriety

and. on legal grounds I . to reference being roade in the second. paragra.ph -to

other oonventions to which States might be parties. ,It would be

offioious and gratuitous to refer in the draft convention to the 'enforce .. ·

mentof other conventions, the parties to wh~ch Illight not be the seme as

the parties to the present instrument. Furthermore) as the USSR repre..

sentative had pointed out, it might serve to perpetuate oertain privileges.

RiG legal objections were based on the principle oflnternational

law that conventional law involving private rights could not auto­

matically become the law of all lands~ In the case of his own country,

there would be no objection to that pro'Vision, becauee treaties and

As far as other conventions weJ:'e concezned., they had already

becom~ the law of the countries whioh had acceded to them, and reference

to the~ was therefore unnecessary.

Mr.MORA(Ul'uguay)con"sids:red the USSR l'ep11esentative ta

rema* concerning the last part of :paragraph (2), very important, although

he wondered whether the phrase "a s my be guaranteed ~~" would not

exclude any convent1'ons involving privileges and special rights. '.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the words "in adUtion to" would\

not take away·from the rights in different fields guaranteed to thepeop e

of any Contracting state. They simply m~nt that the rights ee t forth

in the draft convention should strengthen similar r1ght8guarantee&unde~f

national lawo f
,~

'f

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdo~) accepted theOhairmants inter­

pretation of the words" in addition to", 1)ut felt that .those words W8J:'e

superfluous and niight give, rise to' lnisuncler.etanding. She therefore'.

suggested that they should'ba delleted."

, She vres also oppoaed to the final phra.se, althOUgh she agreed with'~

the represen'ta.·tive of Uruguay that the word.s "as may be guaranteed to all"

would exclude any convention or agreement involving extra~territorial

~ights.
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Mr. CASS!!'! (Franoe) thOUght that the Ohairman's explanation

of the J;lhrase had. "been oorr6C J
Oj indeed} the provisions of the draft

convenant oould'notdetract from any rig11tsguaranteed'by national

lejisla.tion"
" With regard to the phrase "or oonventions to Which it is a party", he:

agreed with 1111". Mora t a inter:pretation.

In France ,as in. the J?b:tlipIJines,. conventions and aereerrents'

"became :part of the 10."1 of the Country, 601though in the oa se of a number

of other countries the situation'<Tas different •

. Replying to 'the representative of theSovi~t Union, he pointed

out tllat Fra.nce, for instanc~, had. signed. with other oourrtr-tes a convention

on 8xt1"adition· the terms of,Which were stronger than the p;.?ovisions of

the draft convention. It should. be ;nJad.e clear therefore, that the rights

and f.t"eedomsdefined in the dre-ft covenant iV'ould not be in derogation of

other oonventions J for otherwise Sta;l;es tnight hesitate to adhere. to the

present instrument~

In view of those considerations, Mr. Cassinfelt that paragraph 2

should be retained as it stood J exce~t, ~erhaps, for a, few minor drafting

ohanges , ',

E/CN;,,4jSR 124
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conventions to whioh it VIas a party did"become part of public law~ In

8000 j1U"id.ioa,lsystema~howevel",f ··specJal'.lBgisla:bion. was .rSC1uired. to

make treaties and. conventions part of the law of the land, and. for such

oourrbr-Les ;l:tmight be difficult toacce);lt thatproyision~ IIethe:!:'efore

supported the deletion of the last :phrase of ]aragraph 2.

.. Miss BOWIE (United ,Kingdom), following, a. suggestion by·

Mr. SOEIDINSEN (De:n:ma.rk) that the IJaragraJ;lh, which he supported, should

'be re~'Worded, proposed the following text: 11 Nothing in this Covenant

IlIAy "be construed as limiting or derogating from any of the rights and

freed-oms Which n:a.y be guaranteed to all under the laws of any contraotmg

State,,"

Mr, nOOD (Australia) thought that the subject :matter of

:paragraph 2 might be outsid.e the te~s of referenoe 'of the Commission,

whioh should not impose another obligatipn on states in aaditiort, to that

. laid down in :paragl>e.ph 1, Such .provision could more appropriately -nave

been' included in the text of the Declaration. He therefore favoured. the

deletion of :paragraph 2~
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Mr. CHANG (China) suppo~ted the United Kingdom suggestion.

He pointed out that the paragraph had not been 8ufficient~ disoussed

in the Drafting Committee) and the.t there had been no intention that

both paragraphs should be inoluded in one article o He suggested that

the C0mmission might postpone consideration of both the paraGraph and

the United Kingdom amendmerrb until a later date.

Mr~ PAVLOV (Union of Srwiet Sooialist Repu.blios) held that

~~s essential to vote on the new proposals before v0ting on the motion

to delete paragraph 2. He thought it bestto postpone oonsideration of

the matter until the suggested new texts had been submitted in writ~g,

so that the members of the Commission would have an opportunity to

examine them.

Mr. HOOD (Au.stralia) considered it adVisable to postpone con­

sideration of the paragraph und.er discussion) for the various reasons

already put forWard by other members. "
,
I
I

The CHAIBMAN put the proposal to postpone considera.tion of parai

graph 2 to the vote.

TheRro~osal.~~9stponeoonsideration of ~ara~aRh 2 of artiole

22 was_ad~~ed bY2-votes to 9, with 5 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Commission was faced at the

existing stage of its work with an important question of procedure , The

original 1articles proposed by the Drafting Committee for Part 11 of the

draft Covenant (E/800) havrng been disposed of, it would be oorrectto

proceed to Parts I and Ill. In support of that suggestion) she cited

various articles in Part I) particularly artioles 2 and 4, to indicate
. '

that those articles provided. implementatiori of and direot referenoe .to

Part II) and should therefore be considered at that juncture~

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that

the Commission had decided earlier to oomplete consideration of Part 11

before turning to other matters. There were numbers of new articles

submitted by the USSR, Australian and French delegations (E/CN.4/313) 'Which

the Commission had yet to consider~

IHe failed

i

I
i
I
\



E/CN~4/sn '124
Page 8

He failed' to see any reason for proceeding' to the discussion of

l?lU1 el y forPll3.1 artioles. He did not concur in the practice of· invariably

postponing the consideration of difficult questions. He pointed out

that, 'When the final document was submitted to th" various Governments,

they would be interested, first and foremost, in the rights provided by

an International Covenant on H~n Rights, and only secondarily in

formalities. He did not think that the time left to the Commission would

allm'; the considera.tion of 'tihe prcposed additional artioles" In any case,

~arts I andIII were not substantive,

Mr. noOD (Australia) stated that the tdme faotor had to be
, I

considered~ His delegation had submitted proposals for ad(1itional

artioles in Part II whioh ware similar, at least in form, to those

of~ere.d by the delegation of the pSSR"and it considered its proposals

. important. It Was the du.ty of the Commission at the current session to

prepare a document fQr submiasion to'the respe~tive Governments. That

document must give a clear idea of the soope of the proposed covenant

and of the means of im1>lementation proposed" The Governments would 'Want

to know what measures had been pro~osed for domestic implementation,

international implementation, and the like.

The~uestion was, in his ~:pinion, one of priority. Fifteen new

artioles had. been proposed; rIJfJ.ny of Which were certainly oontroversial.

There was not sufficient time to d6a1 with them all in the interval

l~e:mainingo Re would therefore euppor-t , though somewhat reluctantly J

the sugg:,H~·tion that the Cornmtttee should return to the oon::dJ.ere..tion

firs'c of Part I and. then of Part III. It would. be unfair to give only
, .

psrfu.nctory oonoidal'a.tion to the nsv articles and then procaod to a vote

Which might perl1.e.}?s be a vote by blocs, as bad happened the previous year.

He proposed. that the reasons for each of the proposed new articles,

should be :placed before the various Governments for their oonsideration

prior to the following session of the Commission.

The CHAIRMAN, s~eakfng as the representative of the United

States J consiclered tr.D.t procedure the best and aooept,ed. the suggestion

of theAustrali~n representative,

!ltJra. MERTA

\
I
;



Mr. CASSIN (France) did not think that consideration of ~arts I

and III would take too long; it would still leave time for consideration

of Par:c 11.. as far as possible., That procedure would be n01'Illal and

logical.

Mr,!- KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) thought it
=-----......

strange to consider it normal and logical to discuss articles in Parts I

and III when almost their ent~recontent referred to Part tIt Article 2

of Part I, for example, referred to Part 11: articles I and 3 of Part I
referred to Part 11. What logic was there in referring to Part 11 when

it was not yet lmown "'hat that Part would consist of? It had been stated

that a general view of the matter was needed. It seemed to Mr. Kovalenko,

however, that the draft of Parts I and III which had already been sent to

the Governments provided them with that general view,

~he Indian proposal to defer the new proposals toa separate covenant

was, in effect} a rejection of matters ind~sputably linked to human rights

and freedOIQs.. Several-weeks previously, the Chairman herself had stated

that propasale for additional articles would be considered immediately

upon the conclU~10n of discussion of the draft of Part 11.

The CHAIRMAN stated that .her former attitude had been based on

the belief that the Commission's work would have prooeeded more rapidly

than had actually been the case. It was necessary to complete the work

by the following Thursday eV'ening" 16 June, so that a report would be ready

by Monday, 20 June. The Australian proposal, which would place all the

relevant data in, the hands of the Governments J was the best. It was

utterly unrealistic to a~sume that all the new proposals could be considered

in the remaining time. Although Parts I and III did refer to Part I1 as

it stood, they would also refer to an expanded Part III when the time came.

/Mr.. PAVLOV
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Mr. PAVLOV (UUion of Soviet Socialist RepUblics) stated that
when the Universal Declaration'of Human Rights had been adopted and the
drafting' of an international covenant, had been undertalcen, it had been
clea,,:. that the rights listed in' the Declaration ""ould have to be listed
in the' oovenant if they werE! to be enforoed. The Declara.tion had'

specified the'right to work, rest and leisure, social seoUrity, housing,
'education, participation in government and in the election thereof.
Those were fundamental rights, and if they were not inelud~d in the
covenant, the peoples ot the world, and in partiCUlar the working people,
would acouse the members of the Conuhission of' not having considered matters
involVing the interssts of the ,majority of', znaJlkind. A general declaration
would be of little value., , Wha.t good were the vaunted freedoms to a
person without employment? They were only of value to those who were'

not in constant fear of losing the :possibility of earning their bread.
It'allthe rights listed1nthe Declaration were not writte'ni.nto the
:covenant; ~he' Coimnissinowo1.lldd:i.sertJd,it both itself and the De'olaration

111' the eyes of the wo:rld~ Fort~,'C01ml11$$ion to send to the Governments
a list of for.malities l and not inolude substantive matters' of vital
importance, would constitute an admission of moral bankruptcy and

,incapacity.'

Amerioan trade unions estimated that'the unemploy,mentfigtires in the
United States had reached 5,000,000, -end part-'time unemployment, '10,00'0,000,

That being the case, it ~as absolutely 'essential to inolude'the right to
wQt'kand similar rights in 'the oovena.nt.

, In, the light of those';facts .. the 'United states' propos~i 'Was directed
.agai~Gt the intex>ests 'of 'the working people,' It 'was not s imply a

procedural matter. It,was' aimed at 'the postponement of actio~s essential
to the welfare of the majority of mankind, '

'ShOUld that proposal ba adopted, what would happen a year later, when
the proposed additional articles again came up: for consideration? The

C~irman would no doubt'state that the Governments had submitted 'pro~osals

relative to'the formal questions in Parts I and II! on wh1ch~ctionhad

already been taken by theCommissinn and that'those proposals should
rece~ve priorityi' consideratipn of the additional articles would again'
be postponed., '

/Since,World

r.
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Since World War II, the peop1e~ereri6 longer" a solid gray mass,
! ,\. ..

understanding nothi;ng.. The proposai'bo defer consideration of thelr
, '.

fundamental needs was nothing short of soandalous, and constituted a

conspiracy against the working people. He registered his protest against

it. Objectively speaking, he considered it nothiog short of fraud.

If the excuse offer~a was lack of time, that constituted contempt of

the people. It wo1$ld '- asked wliat the Commission bad 'V'asted one and a

half months in doing? The Commission COUld, offer the 8JCCUSe that it had

committed one or another paragraph to paper, but it was the substance of

what had been written that was important, not merely the fact that something

had been set down. The funotion of the Commission Was precisely to

determine w::'1at the aubstaace of the covenant was to be.

The Chairman herself had said the previous year that 'Without the

proposed provisions the rest would be meaningless. When he had spoken of

amending artioles 11 and 20 so that they luight have meaning, however, he

had been told that the tim.e had not yet come for that. Now he was again

being told to wait a yea~.

It seemed to him that there fUlA O"~ an advance agreement to dis­

crtminate against the proposals ett6red b~' his delegetion~ Re proposed

that the Commission should prooeed immediately to consider the supplementary

articles to Part II that had been offered by the various delegations.

Those articles were not, ill tact, supplementary" but fundamental" the most i

important of all the matters treated in the covenant. The Conunissionha.d

no right" therefore, to discuss ~hing else so long as they had not

been disposed of.

The aaA1R~~N pointed out that the Australian representative had
proposed that representatives should submit in writing their statement~

in support of the proposed additional articles, and that those should be '

transmitted to Governmente together with a record of any d:i.scussion that

had taken plaoe in the Commission on those articles.
Replying to the USSR representative, she said that even $,.fthe oraf't

covenant on human rightadid not include economic and social rights, ;Lt

laid down as human rights c~rta.in freedoms which meant something to most

men Who enjoyed them. In the countries in which those freedoms were not

enjoyed they naturally meant nothing.

/Concerning the

(
J,
I
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IRe agreed

Mr. SOEBENSEN (Denmark) said there were no grounds for believing
that the Commission had any desire to relegate economic and social rights
to a secondary position.

now.

Mr. VltFAN (Yugoslavia) said that when the Commission had

decided to consider the.proposed additional artioles after completing

Pari,II, it had been fully avare of the time at its disposal, and he felt

that it would constitute discrimination it it were to change that decision

I

E/CN.4/SB. 124
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Concerning the ques,tion of unemployment in the trnited States of

America, she admitted that there'wa~ always room for improvement in 'all

countries, b~t olaimed.that under the United states system of unemplo~ent

insurance ,unemployed people in the Dhited states enjoyed a standard of

living which was on the whole higher than that. in the USSR.

M!'s. MEJr.rA (India) reminded the Comission that the covenant had

.been drafted on the understanding, reached at Geneva, that economic and

social rights would be included in later covenants. If the Commission

desired suoh rights to be included in the present covenant she thought

Governments should be given more time to consider them•.

~he .syatem of human right~ and fundamental freedoms was not a sum

which could be expanded or limited at w11lbut a system based on the

. prinoiple of the dignity and worth of the human personality. , He quoted

article, 22 o;f'the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1'1hich he

considered to be one of its basic articles~ and stated that the implementa­

tion of the Declaration must be based on the concept of the dignity and

free development ot human personality and not on a negative syatem of
penalties for Violations of human rights.

The Commission's work consisted not only in the formulation of
articles but in.the emphasis which it placed an them. The mere sending

to Governmehts, of the proposed additional articles Without first discussing

them fully in the Commission would be a 'failure on the Commission's part

to stress some of the most important principles in the covenant.

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt), in an endeavour to reconcile the two
opposing tendencies in the Commission, proposed that it should discuss

. Parts I and III of the draft covenant at morning meet.fngs , and the

'Pl'opos-ed additional artioles f,or Part II at afternoon meetings.
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He agreed with the USSR rep~esentative that fundamental freedoms

meant nothing 'Without oertain minimum social standards" He felt; however,

that economic and social rights were more within the province of the

Social Commission, the Economic and Employment Commission, the International

Labour Organization and similar podies. It was for the Commission on

Hum~n Rights, which was not composed of specialists, to supervise and

co~ordinate the work of those other bodies and attempt to obtain a general

picture of progress in that field. If, tperefore, the Commission decided

to consider ~he proposed additional articles, he would be forced to move

that those articles should be omitted from the oovenant. If the Commission

decided to postpone consideration of them, he would suggest that it, would

be useful if the Secretariat could produce a statement on the work of the

'specialized agencies in the fields of housing, full employment, education

etc., which would show the effort which was already being made towards

social progress"

Mr. LOUTF~ (Egypt) suggested that the Commission might discuss

Parts I and III until VTednesday afternoon, 15 June; and devote Thursday,

16 June, to a discussion of the proposed additional articles.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) felt that in

view of the right of representatives to present their proposals orally

in the Commission and hear discussion on them, the Australian proposal

that they should be submitted in writing to Governments was an instance

of discrimination against the USSR.

He was anxious that the question of unemployment and of liVing

standards in the United States of America and the USSR should be discussed
in the Commission with the presentation of fUll facts and figures. Ee

saw no reason for not incorporating economic and social rights in the

present covenant.
He pointed out that a special vote would b~ required to reverse the

Commission's previous decision to consider the proposed additional

,articles after Part II of the draft C,ovenant"

Mr. HO~D (Australia) wished there to be no misunderstanding

concerning the procedure he had proposed. His Government fully recognized

, the importance of the proposed additional articles and did not wish them to

jba treated

(
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be treated ina perfunctory. manner ; When the discussion of Parts I and
III was finished, there might be t~e to present those articles in the

Commission; it was as an additional safeguard 'that he had proposed that

those representatives who so. desired should also submit a written statement

in support of their proposed articles.

At. th.s re9,uest of the USSR r,el2re,sent,a.tiveJa vo;t~, 'Wa,G tS;,~en J?I
!.9l.!.Mcall on the UpSR. pr.9.E0sa.l. t~t the Q0plll\ission ahoul,d continue 'Work

on Part II oithe .dt·~ft o~na.~t {£~oEosed additional artio~es)t comEl~tins

it by 15 June .so.,as ~o ,18,ave 1,6 ,Jun"e f.o~ oonsid,eration ,of the forRlal
articles in Parts I and III.

. • • .t. t

!~. CRANG

Ip. favour: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet

Socia11st Republios, Yugoslavia.

A:tainst: Australia~ Franoe, United states of America, Uruguay.

A)stainins: Chile, China" Denmat'k,1 Egypt, Guatemala, India,

Lebanon, Philippines J Unit~d Kingdom.

The USSR Eropo.sal 'Was re~ected :u. 4"vot2s to~, irith 9 abstentions.

The CRAlBMAN put to the vote the Australian proposal that the

Commission should consider first Parts I and III of the draft Convention

and then, if time allowed, the proposed additional articles, and that if

the discussion on the latter were not completed, a report of it should

be forwarded to Governments together with 'Written statements by the
proposers of the articles.

~he Austr~11an pro~osa1 wap ~do~ted by 6 votes to 3: with 6 abptent~.

CONSIDERATION OF PART I OF TEE DRAFT COVENANT (E!800)

Mr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed that
article 1 shOUld not be considered until ~art II of the covenant had been
completed.

The USSR proEosal was adopted by 13 votes to n~ne z 'with 2 abstentions.

The ,CHAIRMAN proposed that ar~icle 1, which was very similar in
'form to the preamble, should be oonsidered with it after the other articles
had been discussed, and that the Commission shOUld proceed to article 2,

i
t
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Hr. CHANG (China) pointed out that since the drafting of the

text of the Covenant, the Commission had formulated the Declaration in

which the term "civili~ed nations" had been deleted wherever it occurred,

because of the diffioulty of defining it. He therefore. hoped that the

Commission would see fit also to delete "civilized nations" from article 1

of the covenant.

Mr. MORA (Uruguay) said tha.t the article was of great importance

because when the time came the principles of human rights enunciated in

the Declaration would have to be inoorporated in the framework of

international law. At that time, he assumed that the words to which the

Chinese representative referred would have the scope defined by article

38 (c) of the statute of the International Cou~t of Justice. If the

Commission altered thosewords , another interpretation might be given to

the phrase by the Court.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union,of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed with the
Chinese representative in opposing t~e division of nations into civilized

and uncivili~ed. Re pointed out that reference had also been made to

article 38 (c) of the statute of the International Court at Justice

during the consideration of the Unive~sal Declaration) but that that

reference had not prevented the Commission from deleting the words.

Th~ ~eetins ~ose at 1 ~.~•
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