KAMIEK rike

United Natim;s Nations U@ia T —
ECONOMIC CONSEIL E/en.h/sa 10k
AND ECONOMIQUE 3" 1949

SOCIAL COUNCIL T SOCIAL ORIGTNAL: ENGLISE

COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS
- Fifth Session
SUMMARY RECORD OF THE HUNDRED AND FCURTH MEETING

Held at Lake Suocgss, New Eark,
on Friday, 27 nay 19 at 2,45 p.m,

CONTENTS ¢ Draft International Covenant on Humen Rights (E/800,
' E/cN.4/158, E/CN.4/170, B/CN.b/170/Ad3.3,
E/CN.4/202/Rev.1, E/CH.b/20k, E/CN.4/207, E/CN. h/eoe,
E/CN.4/270) (discussion continued)

Chairman: Mrs. ¥. D. ROOSEVELT ‘United States of Americe
Rapporteur: Mr. AZKOUL : Lebanon
Members: Mr, SHANN "~ Australie
Mr,. LEBEAU . ‘Belgium
Mr. SAGUES , . Chile
Mr. P. C. CHANG | China .
Mr. SOERENSEN Denmark
Mr. LOUTFI Egypt
Mr, CASSIN France
Mr. GARCIA BAVER Guatemala
Mrs. MEETA = India
Mr. EXTTAM ’ Iran
Mr. INGLES © Philippines’
Mr. KOVALENKO U'ﬁ‘ airian Soviet Socialist
ety \
Mr. PAVLOV ‘ - Uni-u ‘f‘-uoviet Socialist
Re:blics
Miss BOWIE United Kingdom
Mr. FONTAINA Uruguay
- Mr. VILFAN Yugoslavia

Any corrections of this record should be submitted in writing, in
either of the working langusges (English or French), and within two
working days, to Mr. E. Delavenay, Director, Official Records Divisionm,
Room F-852, Lake Success. Corrections shculd be accompanied by or
incorporated in a letter, on headed notepaper, bearing the eppropriate
symbkol numoer end enclosed in an envelope marked “"Urgent". Corrsctions
caen be dealt with more speedily by the services crncerned if delegations
will be good enough also to incorporate them in a mimeographed cooy of the

D



| ‘E(ENJ&/SR 204
, consul*mnts from non- gmgmenm organizations:

Miss SENDER American Federation of Labor
. \
Category B .

%z gg%mn Commission of Churchees cn International Affairs
Mr. FRIEDMAN Co-ordiznating Board of Jewlish Organizations
Mr. MOSKOWITZ Gonsultative Council of Jewish Organizatioms
Dr. ROBB International Pederation of University Women
Miss MILLAKD -~  Women's Internstional Democratic Federation
Mrs. AIETA Catholic International Union for Social Service
Miss SCBAFER International Union of Catholic Women's Leagues
Dr. BEER International Ieague for the Rights of Man

Secretariat: - -
Mr. J. P. HUMPHREY Representative of the Socreto.ry-cenerai
Mr. E. LAWSON Secretary of the Commission

DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON BUMAN RIGHTS (E/800, E/CN.4/158, Z/CN.k/170,
E/CH.4/170/A44.3, E/CN.4/202/Rev.1, E/cn.hlzoh, E/cn.h/aov, E/CN 4/208,
E/ci.4/270) (discussion continued)

The CHATRMAN recalled that the first paragraph of article 8
(E/CN.h/Q’IO) had been adopted at a previous meeting,’ and asked the Commission
to begln its consideration of the second paregreph.

Mres. MEETA (India) proposed the addition of the words "non-political’ |
before the word "crime".

Mr. CASSIN (France) observed that that amendment would have the
effect, in Francs, of exsluding treason, which was not a political crime in
that country. He suggested emending the French text to read "un crime de
droit commun".

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the woras proposed
by Mr. Cassin were not an exact translation of the Indian amendment.

The United Kingdcm delegation would oppose any reference to politicel
oriminals, since it could not recognize that the holding of political opinions
could be a crime. The Convention would contain an article concerning freedom
of speech; to recognize in another article that persons could be sentenced
because of their political opinions would be a contradiction. "

JMr. PAVIOV
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Mr. PAVLOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) acked the
Indian representative to 1.ithdraw her proposel, in view of the difficul-
ties to which it gave rise. 'The Drafting Committee had decided on a
vording which was generally acceptable, and now the whole discussion_was
being reopened. The Indian proposal raised a number of qQuestions in con-
nexion with national legislatinns; to endeavour in one article to cover
all the different tyres of national legislatlon would meke it impossible
for soue 'States to accept the Convention. The wording proposed by the
Indian representative would exempt traitors from punishment in the form
of forced lehour end for that reason was inacceptable to the USSR delega-
tion,

Mrs. MEHTA (India) wished her proposal to be considered further.
The question wes importent; in discussing that problem she was speaking
from experience. If the French a.m.endnent were not accepted she would take
up again the United States-Indien proposal for the last sentence:
"provided that hard labour may be exacted only as a penalty for serious
non-politicel crimes".

The CHAIRMAN put to a vote the Indian proposal to add the words

"non-political” before the word "crime",
The proposal was rejected by 7 votes to 6, with 1 abstention.

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) explained that he had voted against the
proposel, although he agreed in principle that politicel crimes should
be excluded, because in his country it was difficult 'to distinguish
between political and non-political crimes. /

Mr. CASSIN (France) withdrew his proposal.

Mr. SOERENSEN (Denmerk) pointed cut that as the paragraph stood,
it appeared to recognize servitude as a punishment,

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) thanked the Danish representative for raising
the point, which he himself had endeavoured to raise in the Drafting Com-
mittee. In some countries servitude was considered to be synonymous with
imprisonment, but in others that was not so, and as the text of the
Covenant would be translated into many languages, care should he taken
to avoid confusion. The paragraph contained two affirmations, one
categorical, the other conditional., The difference was important and
should be maintained.

[Mr. PAVIOV
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Mr. PAVLIOV V(Union of Soviet Sc;ciglist Republics) considered
that 1f,'reference to servitude had boén left where it was originally,
in the first paragraph, the difficulty would have been avoided. He
suggested re-establishing the former wording, which wes in harmony with
article 4 of the Declaration. He could see no reason why the idea of
servitude should be linked with that of punishment; in his view a
person could not be sentenced to servitude or to slavery.

If the Commission preferred to leave the word "servitude" in the
second paragraph, he suggested that it should be followed by -a full stop
and that a new sentence should begin "No one shall be required to perform
forced or compulsory labour...”

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a two-thirds majority would be
requived to change the first paragraph, which had already been adopted by
the Commission.

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) agreed with the USSR representative.
He suggested that, to avoid any possibility of confusion beiween the idea of
servitude and that of foiced labour, the second sentence should form &
separate paragraphe

Mr. CHANG (China) supported the poposal of the representative of
" Guatemala. He hoped the USSR represextative would be satisfled with his
second choice for the time being, on the understanding that when the final
stage of rearrangement of the text was reached it could be decided whether
slavery and servitude should be mentioned in the same paragraph.

Mr. ATKOUL (Lebanon) emphasized that three conceptions were
embodied in the text: firstly, that of slavery; secondly, that of
servitude, as synonymous with serfdom; thirdly, that of forced labour.
In order to avoid any possible confusion, he thought the use of the terin
"gervituic" should be avoided in connexion with forced labour.

Mr. SOERENSEN (Denmark) concurred in the proposals made by the
representatives of the USSR, Guatemala and China.

The CHAIRMAN put to a vote the sentence: "No one shall be held
in servitude".
The gentence was adopted by 15 votes to none,

/The CHATIRMAN
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the sentence: "No one shall be
reqnired to perform forced or compulsory labour except pursuant to a
lenxence to such punishment for a crime ty a competent court.”
The_sentence was adopted by 14 votes to none, with one abstention.

Mr. B5AQUES (Chile) had abstained frem voting because in his
country there was no such punishment as ferced inbour. He understood
that some courtries had reasons for maintaining it, but in his view it
was monstrous that such a punishment shculd be imposed for political
orimes nthzr than treason.

The CHAIRMAN put to & vote ﬁhe following peragraph, beginning:
"For the purposes of this artisle..." and sud-paragraph (a), as adopted
by the Drafting Committee.
The Drafting Comitfaeuw by 10 votes to none, with
5 abstentions.

Mr. AZXOUL (Lebanon) had proposed to return to the original
text of sub-paragraph (b), which read: ".,. provided that the services
of conscientious objectors be compensated with maintenance and pay not
inferior to what a soldier of the lowest rank receives." He was, however,
oven to suggestions. |

Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socislist Republics) felt that
the Drafting Committee's fext went too far in léying down exactly what
the pay of a cdnsQ}entious objector should be. The amended form was
entirely different“z Some wording might be found to say that a
conscientious obJector who was dcing labour and was paid should not
be considered as doing forced labour.

Mr. SAGUES (Chile), while appreciating the lofty motivies vhich
had prompted the mention of conscientious objectors, thought the
inclusion of the provision would be dangerous. He supported the French
text.

Mies BOWIE (United Kingdom) sympethized with the ideas which
had led the Lebanese representative to maintain his proposal, but thought
it would be incppropriate to go into details of the treatment of
conscientious objectors in the article under consideration.

/Mr. CASSIN (France)
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Mr. CASSIN (France) agreed with the United Kingdom delegate
that the article should not go into detail regarding the regulations
governing conscientious objectars. He felt that, as the Chilean
representative had said, some reservation should be mede; he suggested
the insertion of the words: "in countries where they are recognized'.
Without some such phrase certain Governments might be unable to ratify
the Convention.

Mr. FONTAINA (Uruguay) observed that the problem had two
aspects: one involving military service in time of peace in countries
where 1t existed; the other concerning service in time of war. The
article should state specifically that it referred only to time of war.
In lis view the paragraph should be entirely redrafted to take into
eccount, first the fact that the problem did not exist in many countries,
secondly the situation in time of peace, thirdly cases of national
emergency where it was no longer a question of service to the State but
of the defence of the soveroignty of the country.

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) shared the views of the representatives of
France and Uruguay. In fact, he would have preferred that the question
of conscientious objectors should have been omitted from the Covenant
as there were numerous eountries which did not recognize that concept.
His vote, therefore, would be conditional upon the inclusion of the
French amendment.

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) eaid that his views coincided with thosae
of the representative of Iren. In Egyptian legislation the concept of
the conscientous objector did not exist but if the French amendment was
adopted he would vote in the affirﬁative in deference to the legislation
of other ocountries.

Mr. CHANG (China) felt that the obJjection to kiiling on
grounds of conscience was a very noble idea, dbut he wondered how many
countries actually recognized it. If the number was found to be very
small perhaps the Covenant should mention that fact, unless it wanted
to encourage the recognitiocn of the concept of the conscientious
objector.

/The CHAIRMAN



E/CN.4/SR 104
Pége 7/

The CHAIRMAN thought that modern meens of tramsportation and
travel would spread concepts and traditions which, in the past, had been
held by only a limited number of countries. Immigratien and other
factors contributed to the dissemination of ideas and the possibility
of rapid development in that field would have to be taken into considera-
tion in the drawing up of the Covenant.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon), supporting the Chairmen's remarks, felt
that the Commission chould take ints consideration tha fact that the
concept of the conscientious ebjector was not a dying tradition but the
beginning of a growing movement. The ides ehould be included in the
text although there were States which did not recogﬁize it, Just as the
Covenant referred to slavery although it no longer existed. The
misgivings expressed by some delegations that the proposed text might
imply the inclusion of the concept of the comscientious objector in
their national legislations was unfounded. The French amendment made
it cleer that it was applicable only te those~countries which alreedy
recognized that principle.

The Lebanese representative was gratified to note that the
representatives of the United Kingdom and France interpreted the text
as meaning that conscientious objectors would be accorded the same
treatment as other citizens subject to‘compulsory military service. He
therefore proposed that the following words should be added: "provided
that the services of conscientious objectors be carried out in conditions
equal to those accorded to all other citizens subject thereto".

The CEAIRMAN suggested that the Lebanese proposal might be
combined with the French amendment.

Mr. CASSIN (France) asked that a separate vote be teken on
his amendment, as he could not accept an amendment to his text.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanen) said that if it would facilitate the
Commission's work, he would withdraw his emendment on the understanding
that the interpretation given by the amendments of France end the United
Kingdom .. ; accepted.

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) remarked that his delegation could not
accept an interpretation by eanother delegation except when such an

interpretation became the opinion of the Commission as a whole after
the question had been discussed and a decision adopted.

/Mr.EUl!ﬂIlh.(Uruguay)
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Mr., FONTATNA (Urpyguay) and ﬁg. Garcia BAUER (Guatemalc)
endorsed the remarks of the Iranien representative.

Mr. SAGUES (Chile) said that ha could not support the French
amendment and would prefer to retain the original text as his count;y
41ld not recognize the concept of the conscientious obJector. He
proposed that the article should be voted on in parts so that the
reference to the conacientious objector could be voted upon separately.
National military service in peacetime was obligatory in Chile at &
certain gge, and was considered indispensable to national security.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) stated that he had accepted the inter-
pretation given by the representatives of France exnd of the United
Kingdom in order to facilitate the Commis~icn's work and for reasons .
of a purely technicel neture, He felt that the wording used by those
two delegations would reflect exactly the meaning of the terms employed

" in both English and French:speaking countries. However, as the
opinicns expresséd showed that a different interpretation was possible,
he wished to maintain his amendment.

Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), on & poiut
of order, said that thelhﬁftingcbmmittee’s text should not be voted
upon first, as it was the text on which the Commission's work was
baged. The Commission should vote on the amendment which was further
removed from the original text.

The CEATRMAN said that as both the French and lebanese
amendments would have ‘o be voted on, the order in which that wes done
was of no great consequeace. However, the'French emendment could be
put to the vots first, as it was perhaps the one further removed from
the original text,

The French amendment to insert the words "in couniries where they
are recognized" was put to the vote.

The French amendment was adopted by 8 votes to 2, with 6 abstentions.

The lebanese amendment to insert the words "provided that the

services of conscientious objectors be carried out in conditions equel
to those accorded to all other citizens subjected thereto" was put to
the vote.

The lebanese amendment wag rejected by 3 votes to 1, with 12

abstentions,
/

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) seid that, as his amendment had been
rejected, he proposed the insertion of the sentence used in the Drefting

Cormittee's text., ’ /The CHAIRM
e
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‘The CFAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese proposal to insort the
following sentence "provided that the service of conucientious odlJectors
be compencated with maintenance and pey not inferior to what a soldier
of the lowest renk receives",
The lebanece proposal was rgjlected by 5_votes to one, with 10

abstentions.

The CHAINMAN then put to the vote, in parts, sub-paragraph (b)
of the Drafting Cormittee's text,
The first pari of sub-peragrarh (b) reading "any service of a
military character" was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 2 absténtions,

Mr. SAGUES (Chile) requested a roll-call vote on the next part
reading "or, in the cese of consclentious objectorsb because of the
grave responsibility involved in the case of those countries which did
not recognize that concept.

A vote was taken by roll-call as follows:

In_favour: Belgium, Denmark, Egypt, France, India,
United Kingdom, United Ttates of America,

Agair{st: Chile, Guatemala, Iran, Uruguay.

Acetaining: China, Philippines, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic;, Upion of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Yugoslavia,

, Mr. INGLES (Philippines) said that his delegation had abstained
from voting so as nct to prejudice the final position of the Ihilippines
Government in the matter, as the problem of conscientious objection
had not arisen in his country. However, the Philippine representative
felt that the inclusion of that comcept in the Covenant might involve
the national sscurity of his country. ' '

The sentence "exacted in virtue of laws requiring compulsory national

service"” in sub-paragraph (b) was adopted by 10 votes to none, with 6
abstentions. -

Sub-paragraph (b) as a whole was adopted bj 7 votes to one, with
~{_atstentions.

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote eub-paragraph (c) readings
."any scrvice enacted in cases of emergency or calsmities threatening
the life or well-being of the community".
Sub-paraszraph (c) as a whole was adopted unsnimously.

/The CHATRMAN
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The CHAI /AN esked the United Kligdom representative to comment
on tiie amendmerit submitted by her delegation.

Mies BOWIE (United Kingdon) satd thet the Joint United States-
Indian proposal originally contained the wordc "minor communal services”
which the United Kingdom delegation felt shoull be included in the text
bocause it had a different maaning to "norral civic obligations"., For
that reason, her delegation had propesed its insertion anew,

Mrs. MEFTA (Indic) said that the two ideas of "minor communal
services” and "normal civic obligations” shonld be maintained eeparately
in the CoJenant as had teen dons in the Forced Labour Convention of 1930.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked for an
explanation of the exact meaning of the expreesion "normal civic obligaticns”.
He cited as an examnle countries where, for reaccns of tr.dition and customs,
rural comnunities devoted a few Cays each year to repairing the roads,

Cere should be taken to aveld relegating the traditional customs of
cermunities to the field of compulsory labour.

Mr. INGLES (Fhillivines) thought that perhaps the authors of the
amendmonts might explain the meanins, of "normal civic obligations" and
"ninor communal services". The "minor communal services” ver:s unknown in
the Philippines, and with regavd to the meaning of "normal civic obligpations”
he felt that 1t wes already included iu paragraph 3 of the Draft Covenant,
Unlees those terms were defined there vas danger that they might be
broadened to include exactly thouse conditions which the Covenant meant
10 prohibit.

Miee BOWIE (United Kingdom) caid in reply to the USSR representative
that minor communal services were these in which each individual played a
relatively minor part; full-time service should not be made obligatory
upon anyone, as minor communal services usually were.

In answer to the Philivpine rerresentative she said that '"normal civic
obligations” were obligations devolving upon members of organized townships
or comnunities, vhereas the term "minor communal services" had been defined
by the ILO as "Local services where it is traditional to perform zuch
services in the interest of the community, such as services on minor public
werks or for transport of public officials and stores, provided that they '
chall be abclished ii: the shortest time posaidle”. It was that definition
which appeared in the United Kingdom 2itsrnative proposal.
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M. CASSIN (Frtnce) found a mention of "miﬁbr cormunal services”
escential. Of the States represented on the Commission, seven had eigned
the 1€30 IO Convention on Forced or Compuleory Labour and were bound by
its provieions., Vhile the Covenant micht coniain the provisions of that
Convention in an atridged fori, it should nct take up one and leave out
the other, or it would be difficult for States par%iee to the IO Convontion
- to ratify the Coverant. Eo tlherefore urged the Commission to list btoth .
normal civic obligations and minor commnal eervices among the exceptions
to wvhat was to be considered forced or compulsory labour.

Mr. VILFAN (Yugosiavia) said that the French representative's
remark hed reminded@ him that his own country wes a signatory of the ILO
Couvention. He falled tc see, however, why the broader phrase, "normnl
civic oblieations”, should not also include "minor coumunal services.
In his ovinion, the United States-Iundfan amendment adequately covgred
the whole situwation.

The CHATRMAN reparked that a distiunction between the two terms
was made in the ILO Convention. She herself, however, shared the view
cf the Yugoslav representative.

Mr. GARCIA BAUTR (Cusmcemala) thought that the IILO Convention
itself confused the two termt, inaemuch as the parqgraph defining minor
cormuiel services caid that they could "be considered as normal civic
cblisations". Nevertheless, so long as the article was modelled after
the ILO Conventicn, both terms should be included to avold future
misunderstanding.

He pointed out that, since the Indian representative herself opposed
the inclusion of the phrase "minor communal services”, there was no motion
to put that phrace into a separate paragraph., That was, however, a
matter of drafting vhich could be dealt with at a later time.

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium), in reply to the Yugoslaev representative,
read out sub-paragraphe (b) and (e) of article 2 of the ILO Conventicn
(£/CN.4 /234), dealing with normal civic obligations and minor communal
services respectively. The distinction between the two waz that minor
communal services were not to be considered forced labour only if the

/members
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members of the community cr the!r direct reprecentatives had the right to

be conoulted in regard to the need for such services, ‘There was no such

stipulation with respect to normal civic obligations, which were incumbent
upon the citlizens of fully self-governing cou.tries.

Mrs. MEHIA (India) called attention to the fect that the ILO
itself, in *he provision reproduced in the United Kingdom alternative
proposel, urged thet minor communal services, which it described as
"local services”, should be abolished in the shortest time possible.

If such was the attitude of the ILO, it seemed clear that the Commission
should not include a mention of such services in the draft Covenant.

Mr. PAVLOV (Unica of Soviet 3ocialisi Republics) observed that
what had at first appeared to be & matter of drafting was actually one
of substance., The worde "normel civic obligations" in the United Ctates-
Indian amendment obviocusly included minor communal services such as were
performed in most villages. The insistence on the use of the latter term
as well was explalned by the fact that colonial Fowers wished to perpetuate
the distinction made in the ILO Convention betwesn the bopulations of
.sovereien Statee and those of lion-Eelf Coverning Territoriee; in their
minds, the term "normal civic cbligatione" applied to the first, and
"minor communal services' to the second.

Mr. Pavlov was quite unable to accept a fistinction on that bacis,
Provisions ﬁhich might have been considered satisfactory in 1930, when the
ILO Convention had been adopted, were no longer tcceptable if -- as was
the case -- they were contrary to the principles proclaimed in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, adopted in 1948. The Commission therefore
had to chcose between perpétuating the errors of 1930 and adhering to the
spirit and letter of the Declaration,

Mr. VILFAN (Yugoslavia) stated that i% was plain that the ILO
Convention estatlirhed a distinction between self-governing and non-self-
governing countries; normal civic oblipations devolved upon the citizens
of the first, while they couid not be imposed upon the inhabitants . of
the second. Where local self-government existed in non-self-governing
countries, minor ccmmunal services, when freely accepted by the population,
vere not considered to bevforced cr compulsory labour.

/The distinction
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The distlrection wue dased on the coencept that in non-self-governing
countries normal civic obligations could be imposed on the natioral level
without ths population's consent; only if that diatinction was to be
reintained was it necescary to include in article 8 a separate reference
to minor comumunel services., As he was oplosed to that dietiﬁction, he
would vote in favour of the Ualted States-Indian amerdment, reserving
theﬁright of his Govermment to toke a stand with ‘respect to tane
ILC Comvention,

Mr. CASSIN (France) rawarirc) that the conctitution which his
country had edopted in 1946 was rore progressiva and humaniterian than
even the Daclaration of Human Rights, France was propared to accept
even more liberal moasuwres; the ILO Convention by which it was bound
was ghortly to be revised and would no doubt be improved. It shouid
be noted, howaver, that some of thosa who criticized it lad not only
ot adhersc. to it but refused to recognizre its huraniterian chareoter,
Tius, the aim of sub-paregrerh (b) of article 2 of that Convention
red teen to ensure that oclvic obligations were not imposed on inhadbitents
of Ton-Self-Foverning torritories for the very reason that those
inhabltents wers ccnatitutionally unable to give their comsent. The
reference in tlat cud-paragraph to fully self-governing countirles was a
saefeguard for the inhabitants of colcnies.  Sub-paragreph (e), on the
other hand, referred not exclusively to commmnities in pon-gelf-governing
Territories, but to villages all over the world; it applied to France
ec m:ch as to Africa. '

Mr. FONTATIA (Urugvay) thought tlat the proviaiorns of sub-
peragraph (e) were meant to apply to a different kind of commural work
raether than to a difirerent-kind of population. A possible solution
might be for a fepresentative of one of the countries which were parties
to the ILO Convention to move the inclusion in article 8 of the entire
text cf that sub-paragraph. ’

Mr. LERFAU (Belgium) fully associated himself with the remarks
ot the French rupresentative. Ee could only protest against the slur
cest by the USSR representative on the good faith of‘colonial Powers,
perticularly with respect to the ILO Convention, the purpose of wvhich
vas to do away with forced or compuleory labour everywhere. The only

[roason



t/cu.h(sn 104
Page 1

reescvh esub-paregreph (b) of article 2 of trat Convention specified
"citizens of a fully self-governing country" was thkau only those citizens,
vho were able to express their consent, could, under the Convention,
agsume normal civic obligations; the same obligations, if iwposad on

the inbabitante of a colony, would, under the Convention, be ragarded

as forced labour and would thersfore be prohibited.

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) drew attention to the difference
between sub-paragraph (c) of the original text of the dralt covenant
(£/800), which was based on article 2, eub-paragraph (e) of the
ILO Convontion, and the United Kingdom altermsotive proposal. The first
gset consent by the members of the comrunity as a condition for the '
impoasition of services; the second did not.  Furthermore, the
United Kingdom alternative proposel contained both & listing of certain
sorvices and & recognition of thelr undesirability, which wes implicit
in the words, "provided that they shall be abolished in the shortest
time possible.” The ILO Convention had apparontly not succeeded In
abolishing them in 19 years, and 1t was impossible to tell how much
time would de needed for thet purpose. Re therefore greatly preferred
sub-paragraph (c) of the original text of the draft covement to the
alternative proposal of the United Kingdom,

The CHAIRMAN put to the wote the United Kingdom améndment to
ingert the words, "minor commral services or", before the words
"normal civic obligations" in the United States-Indian amendment.

The United Kingdom amendment was rejected by 9 votes to 5, with
2 abstentions,

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United States-Indien emendment,
which was a total substitution for sub-paragrapn (c) of the original
text and which, if adopted, wuld become sub-<paregraph (d).
. The United States-Indian amendment was adopted by 15 votes to none,
with 1 abstentlon. : .

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the whole of article 8 as
amerded,
‘The wlLole of article 8 as amended was adopted by 13 votes tn none,
with 3 abetentions.

/Mr. FONTAINA
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Mr, FONTAINA (Uruguay) stated that he had voted for the article,
tut with a reservation with respect to sub-paragraph (b).
Mr, CASSIN (France) explained that he had abstained from
voting on article 8 because countries which were parties to the
ILO Convention might find it difficult to ratify a covenent with
different provisions on the sames subject.

Mr. PAVILOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) seid tint he
- bad voted in favour of article 8 because tat artiéle, in its present
form, represented & refusal on the part of the Commission to recognize
e distinction between superior and inferior umn beings esteblished in
the ILO Convention. The Commission was 0 s congratulated on a real
achlevament, |
. The 45 p.m.



