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GUFSTICN RAISED BY TEE REPRECENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
KELUBLICS CONCERNING THE SENTENCING TO DEATH IN GREECE OF TEN MEMBERS
OF THE SEAMEN'S UNION '
Mr. FAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice) laid

before the Commission a telegram which he had just received which
requested the Commlssion on Human Rights to intervene on behalf of
ten peraons condemned to death, In November 1948, ten members of the
Greek Sesmen's Union, whose only offence had been that they were
democrats, had been sentenced to death in Greece. Since the Reprileves
Boerd was shortly to decide on their case, Mr. Pavlov would like the
Commission on Human Rights, or the Secretary-General to intervene,
and telegraph to Atherns to ask that they should be reprieved.

He recalled trat during the first part of the third session of
the General Assembly, the [resident, Mr, Evatt, had sent a telegram
in a similar case, thereby saving the lives of several union members.
Mr. Pavlov also recalled that when the Commission had considered the
articles concerning the death pemnalty, he had asked Mrs,Roosevelt
which article was being infringed by Greece, where hostages were
being shot at that time, The reply had been that that action violated
geveral arvicles of the Doclaration and the Covenant. There was also
the case of the Arab refugees in ralestine, on which the Commission
had taken a unenimous decilsicy of a purely humanitarian nature.

The Commission owed it to itself to perform ths same humanitarian
duty on this occasicn, and he hoped there would be no need tc ask for a
roll-call vote. The Commission could request its Chairman or perhaps
the Secratary-General to intervene with the Grevk Govermment.

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Commission to the fact
that Mr. Evatt had sent his'telegram, not in his capaclty as Prssident
of the General Assembly, but in a purely personal capacity. If any
of the members of the Commission wished to request a reprieve for
the condemned men, they could do so in their private capaclty. The
Commissicn, as such, could rot investigate a decision which a Government

rad nade in accordance with its national legislation.

/Mr. ENTEZAM
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Mr, ENTEZAM (Iran) stressed the seriousness of the question
which involved the lives of human beings. Moreover, the Commission
would create a precedent by intervening. The Commission on Human
Rights was not in a position to act before the Covenant and
measures of implementation had been signed. He suggested that the
qucation should not be discussed and that it should be left to the
Chairmman to consult the Iegal Department, to take note of the
telegram sent by Mr., Lvatt and, if she deemed it advisable, to
send a telegram in her own name, which would certainly be taken
into consideretion by the Gresk Government,

Mr. LEBFAU (Belgium) said that, as human beings, the
members of the Ccmmission could not be indifferent to the sentencing
of other humen beings to death and that it was an extremely serious
matter that trials could still result in deprivation of 1life., In
reaching a decision, however, the Commission could not consider
merely the humenitarian aspect of the question. It could act only
within the framework of its terms of reference and in conformity
with the Charter of the United Nations., Article 2, paragraph 7,
of the Charter @il not Mauthorize the United Nations to intervene
in matters which are essentially within the damestic Jurisdiction
of any state...". As for the Commission, as long as the Covenant
had not teen signed, it remained merely an advisory body of the
Ecancmic end Social Council, Conseguently Mr, Lebeau could not see
how the Commission could intervene and he thought Mrs, Roosevelt
should not take any special steps.

The general attitude of the Camission to that matter would
have been scmewhat different if it had been presented by another member
of the Cammission and not by the representative of the USSR, whose
Goverrmens bad constantly slandered the lavful @avernment of Greece,
which wvas a Member State of the United Nations. It was impossible
not to discern poliiical motives in this case, The representative
of Belgium therefors suggested that the Camiseion should not camply
with the request of the USSR,

Although sharing the general feelimz on the human aspect of the
cage, the CHAIRMAN said that the Cammission could not inveatigste
the gutter,

/Mr, KOVALENKO




E/CN.4/SR 113
Page 5
Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) supported
the proposal of the USSR representative. There was no question of
any intervention by the United Na.tions in the domestic affairs of a
State, as the representative of Belgium had affirmed. In that
connexion he stressed the fact that States, in becoming signatcries
to the Charter, had relinquished scme of their prerogatives. The
Ccmmission on Human Rights would not interfere., Its task would
simply be to draw the attention of the Reprieves Board to the
humanitarian aspect of the case and to the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights.

The CHAIRMAN stated she would net put that question to the
vote. She wouldmke enguiries on the subject of the telegram sent
by Mr. Evatt, and would consult the Legal Department and then inform

the Commissicn.

Mr, CASSIN (France) explained that he had asked to speak
before the Chairmants statement in order to request her to study the
precedent constituted by Mr. Evattts statement of 1948, For his part,
he was prepared to sign a telegram requesting that the unfortunate

men should be reprieved,

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not
insist on a vote on the question since the Chairman had a perfect
right to study the legal aspects of the proﬁlem. A body with a name
like the Commission on Human Rights could not remain indifferent
to a question which was a matter of life or death to ten persons.

The representative of Belgium had approached the matter from the
political point of view in order to evade all responsibilities and
had seized upon the occasion to attack the Government of the USSR in a
regrettable manner, Humanity would not pardon an indifference which
sought to justify itself by such pretexts.‘l) .

REPORT CF THE CCMMITTEE ON THE YFARBOCK ON HUMAN RIGHTS (E/CN.4/169,
E/CN .4 /289, E/CN.4/290, E/CN.4/AC.8/1, E/CN.4/AC.8/2, E/1310)

Mr, CHA (China) sutmitted and read the report of the
Committee cn the Yearbook on Human Rights (E/CN.4/290). He pointed

(1) This discussion is continued further on in the present swmmary

record,

Jout that
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out that the Camission had  before it two draft resolutions, one
outmitted by tho Ukrainian SSR (E/CN.4/AC.8/1) and the other by
Guatemala (E/CN.4/AC.8/2).

Mr, CASSIN (France) said he would acrevpt the draft of
Cucteiala as a basis for discussion, but with two reservaticns., I
wished tho words "in Russian® and "in Chinese" to be added at the
end of the first paragraph, because, on the one hand, the Yearbook
had to e published in all the working lunguages of the United Nations,
and cn the other hand, it was a document of international interest,
the reading of which should be encouraged, Moreover, in order to
lighten the task of the Secretariat, which had both a limited perscmnel
and & limited budget, Mr. Cassin proposed adding, at the beginning
o’ paragraph 2, the words Yas soon as that will be possible”,

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) pointed out that his requect
for the publication of the Yearbook in the Sranivh language did not
concern the past, but, as he had explained to a ropresentative of the
Secretariat, the future;‘ The Secretariat had takeon that explunaticn
into account wher. it had prepared the estimate of cocts (E/CN.L/289),

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Curmingion to the
fact that the veccmmendation to include court decisicns in the
Yearbook in 1949 hud been taken by the Commissicn itvelf at ite
third sessuicn.

Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) stuted
that the Econcmic and Social Council had adopted a resolution (192 VIII B)
at its eighth session, deciding to give further consideration to the
inclusion of court decisions in the Yearbook at its ninth session.
He stressed the fact that the Secretariat was already late with the
publication of the Yearbook, and that if the draft resolution of
Guatemala were adopted, the task of the Secretariat would only be made
more onerous, and expenditufe would be Jincreased. Moreofér, while
the court decisions appearing in document E/CN.4/169 were interesting,
they were of a dcmestic character; fram the standpoint of internaticnal
law, they were not .as irteresting as was generally believed. If it
was absolutely essential to increase the size of the Yearbook, the

/Ukrainian
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Ukra nian delesaticn thought it would be much more useful to include

in it all the texts of laws on human rights in non-sell-governing

and trust territories.

1, GARCIA BAUFR (Guatemala) submlitting his deleymticnts
draft resolution, stated that it centained three rain ldenc, In the
firat place, it stated that the Yearbook on Human Rights, which had
already been published in French and in English, should also appear
in Sranish. Opanish was the national languepe of at least sixteen
Members of the United Nations, and had just become a working languege
in the General Assembly.

Mr. Garcia Bauer recalled that the Lecretariat had submitted
an estimate of the cost which the translation of the Yearbook into
the various official languapes would entail. ‘/ithout lnowing
precisoly hew those estimates had been arrived at, it was permissible
to believe that they were slightly exaoperated, and that twenty
theousand dollars would not be needed fo the publication of the
Yearbook in Spanish, Furthermore, it had to be borne in mind that
much of tne information to be‘used in the Yearbook had been provided
in Spanish, which'would correspondingly decrease the cost of
trunslation:

The draft resolution also pointed to the need for limiting
the decisicns which would appear in the Yearbook to those which
had/%fﬁgh by higher courts. In that ccnnexion, Mr. Garcia Bauer
underiined the fact that the English expression “"Supreme Court"
was poorly chosen because its meaning was too restricted, The
texm used should be higher courte in ~ensral; that could apply to
the special courts which, in many countries, were charged with
ensuring the respect of certain special rights, such as the
right of asylum.

The decisions taken by other courts should appear in the
Yearbook only in thé form of a summary and should be published
in full only if they were sufficiently important. The decisions
should also be of international interest.

/Mr. LEBEAU
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M-. IEBEAU (Belgium) stressed the fact that the
Commission's duty was simply to express a general opini-n on
the sample studies contained in the Secretary-General's memn-
randum. Consequently he could not see the exact scope »f the
two draft resnlutions which had been submitted, and w-ndered
whether they should be discussed.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Commissi-n had to
declide whether the sanple studies prepared by the .coretary-
Genernl sh-uld appear in the Yearbook. The draft resolutinns
dealt with that question, and it was therefore quite normal
that the Comnission should examine them.

Mr. LEREAU (Belgium) epproved the contents »f
paracraph 1 of the operative part »f the Ukrainian draft resn-
lution, which was in complete conformity with the views of the
Belgian delesation. Belgium had always thoucht it useleses
to include isovlated court decisions in the Yearbook: that publi-
cation would in fact result in considerable expense; moreover,
in the present state of national as well as international lav,
it was practically impossible to establish a distincti»n between
those court decisiurs which were important from the print »f
view of huran righve, and thcee wvhich were not.

Mrs Lebeau had no objection to paragraph 2 »f the »perative
vart, which proceeded-directly from paragraph 1, but which he
thought surerfluous.

Turning t> paragraph 3, the Belgian representative rerarked
that the existins legislative texts on human richts in non-sgelf-
governing and trust territ-ries vere generally those which were
applied in the metropolitan country. H-wever, he saw n» reason
why the Oecretury-General should not undertake the study »f thnse
texts, LT that wvere feasible.

If the Yearbook >n Human Rights were published in Syanlsh,
as the draft resolution of Guatemala propaccd, there was o reas™m
why 1t sh-uld not appear als> in Russian and Chinese. The Yearbn-k
was principally a reference work, intended for Jjurists and
specialists, and not for the public at large. The costs involved
in its prublication in all the official languages would be Hut »f

proportion to the advantages or real value of the whole operatinon.

/ Vr. SOERENSTN
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Mr. SOERENSEN (Denwark) acreed with the representative of

Belgium that, as the Yearbook was nct a popular work, there was

no need to publish it in the five official languages.

As for the court decisions, they were often of greater interest
than the laws; but it would be difficult to recommend their insertion
in %he Yearbook for the time beinc, and the criticism that had been
made in regard to the sample studies by the Secretariat was Justified.
Moreover, the Yearbook had so far consisted only of a general study
of the constitutional provisions relaeting to human rights, without
dealing with the legislation of the various countries. It would
therefore be necessary tn include, in addition to the court declsions,
the text of the laws on which those decisions were hased, and that
would entail considerable research and heavy eXxpenditure.

In recard to paragraph 3 of the operative part of the draft
resolution of the Ukrainian 3SR, lir. Soerensen pointed out that so
far no distinction had been drawn Tvetween non-self-governing
territories and sovereign States. Certain provisions relating t»
non-self-governing territories had therefore already appeared in
the Yearbook.

The representative of Denmark proposed that the Commissisn on
Human Rights should recommend to the Economic and Social Council
to continue the publication of the Yearbook in the same way as before,
and to leave to the Secretary-General the task of éeciding vhether

or not i+ was necessary to insert the court decisions.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that, in the countrles where human
ri‘hts were protected by the courts, court decisions were much more
important than the laws themselves. The decislons should therefore
appear in the Yearbook.

Mise BOWIE (United Kingdom) »pposed the inclusion of court
deciaions in the Yearbook and approved paragraph 1 of the draft
resolution of the Ukrainian SSR.

She pointed out that the draft resalutinn of Guatemala might mean
that very important decisions taken by courts of first instance .-
wkich did not reach hiclier courts becausse no appeal to the latter
was made -- would be overlooked. Moreover, a large and highly
specialized staff would have to be recruited to cope with all the
research work rocessary for the application of that draft.

/ Mr. SAGUES
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Mr., SAGUES (Uruguay) proposed that the Guatemalan draft
resolution should meke it clear that it was the future editions of
the Yearbook which would be published in Spanish. It would be
possible to reduce appreciably the oost of publication by printing
the 3penish edition =f the Yearbook in Latin America.

Mr. Le #CSQUET (Secretariat) stated that the Secrectariat's
estimate had been based on the publication cousts of the Yearbook for
the past three years, and that it represvnted a minimum. He would
be quite prepared %o consider the poseibility of printing the Yearbook
in South America; up to that time such a procedure had never been
possibie oun account of the limited time allowed for the publication
oi documents.

P

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Jucialist Republics) pointed
out that no diffvronce vhould bo mde in the treatment aceorded to
the various »iti-ial lungua cue. 11" 1t were decided to publish the
Yearbouk in Hyouioh, 6 whould appear ulso In Russian end Chinese.

In view Hf tie omell mwber of leglslatlve provisions concernin’
human rights oxiovin In Trust Yerritorics, the proposcal that the
secrctary~Gener . chould collect 2ll the texts of those provisions
and include tho in the Yearbook wus perfectly justified.

The Danich represcntative had cu: gested that the Secretary-General
should decide whother oy not to include court decisions in the Yearbook;

the Commizsion itoell choudid mule that decision.

Mr. GARCIA-RAULT (Guatemula) asked that a separate vote
be taken on the preamble to the draft resolution submitted by the
Ukrainian SSR. -

The preamble to the Ukrainian SSR draft resolution was adopted

by 14 votes to none, with 1 abatention.

dire GARCIA-BAUER (Guatemala) asked that a vote by roll-call
be taken on paragraph 1 of the operative part of the draft resolutinn
submitted by the Ukrainian SSR.
A vote was taken by roll-call.

/ In favour
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In favour: Belgium, Chile, Iran, United Kincdom, Ukieinian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Soclalist Republics

Against: Denmark, France, Guatemala, India, Lebanon,
Philippines, United States of America, Uruguay

-

Abstaining: Egrpt

Parasraph 1 of the operative part of the Ukrainian SER draft

resolution was adopted by 8 votes to 6, with 1 abstentinn.

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

Paracraph 2 was rejected by 9 votes to 4, with 2 abetentions.

Mr. CASSIN (France) sald that almost all French laws were
applied in the Trust Territories under French administration and
would, therefore, have to appear in the Yearbook, should paragraph 3
of the draft resolution be adopted.

Mr. INGLES {(Philippines) said that it would be over-
simplifying the matter to say that all iaws on human rights applied
in the metropolitan country were to be found in the legislation of
the non-self-soverning territories. In certain territories there
was not a single provision prohibiting compulsory labour. It would
be of interest to publish the laws applied to the Trust Territories
only in o far as they differed from those in force in the
metropolitan territory.

Mr. CASSIN (France) explained that the law of 11 April 1946
prohibited forced or compulsory labour in any form, in Madagascar

or elsewhere.

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) asked the representative of the
Ukrainian SSR whether he would agree to ameﬁd his draft so as to
Pring it into line with the Economlc and Social Councilts resolution,
namely, that only provisions of a constitutional order be published
and not all legislative provisions. Paragraph 3 of the Ukrainian SSR
proposal, as it was now worded, was unacceptable, but he would accept

a less restricted form of words.

Mr. KOVAIENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said
that he could not accept the Belglan representative's verbal proposal.
/ Mr. INCLES



E/CN.4 /SR 113
Page 1

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) esked that & vote by roll-call be
teken on psragraph 3 of the draft resolution submitted by the Ukrainian SSR.
A vote was taken by roll-call.

In favour: Egypt, Guatemala, India, Iran, Lebenon,
Philippines, Ukreinian Soviet Soclalist Repvrhlic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay.

Againet: Belgium, Chile, Denmark, France, United States
of America.
Abstaining: United Kingdom

Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution submitted by the Ukrainian SSR
waa adopted by 9 votes to 5, with 1 ebetention.

Misz BOWIE (United Kingdom) expleined thet she had abstained

from voting as she did not approve the wording of nparagravh 3.

At the request of Mr. PAVLOV {Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic)
a vote was taken on the French erxendwent to the first paragrach of the
Guatemalan draft resclution.

The French axerdment was adopted by 10 votes to 4, with 1 abstentiam.

Mr. SAGUFS {Uruguny) suggested steting that the Yearbook cn Humen
Rights should be puvlished in Spanish "as from 194o".

Mr. GARCIA BAYFR (Guatemela) accepted that suggesticn.
Parapraph 1 of the draft resolution subwitted by Guatemale, cs amended

by France and Urupuay, was adopted by 9 votes to 5, with 1l abstention.

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

Paragravh 2 was adopted by 10 votes to 1, with 4 sbstentions.

A vote was taken oe paragraph 3.

Paragraph 2 was adonted by 10 votes to 4, with 1 abstention.

A vote wasg taken cn L“a Guatemalan draft resolution es a whole.

The Guatemalsn draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 10 votes

o 3, with 2 abstentions.

/ QUESTION RAISED
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WUESTION RAISED BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE USSR CONCFRNING THE
SENTENCING TO DEATH IN GRFSCE OF TEN MEMBERS OF THE SKAMEN'S UNION
(discussion continued)

Mr. FELLER (Legal Department) recallad that the first guestion
urzon which he had been asked to give his opinion deslt with the
clrcumstances in which Mr. Evatt, rresident éf the General Assembly,
had during the filrst part of the third session of the General Asseuwbly
sent @ communication to the Greek Govermment. On 7 November 1948,

Mr. Fvett had despetched two identical communications, one to the
King of Greece and the other to the Prime Minister of the Gresk
Government. Mr. Feller read the second couwmunicetion.

There was no need to dwell at length on the circumstences in wh.ch
those communiceticns had been sent. The Greek question had been
included in the Genei 1l Assembly ajenda; 1t had been referred to the
Tirst Committee, where the question of the imminent execution of the
ter trade union leaders had been raised. It would also be remembered
that at thet time the President of the General Asssmbly had instituted
certain negotiations to reconcile the differences which separated
Greece from its northern neighbours, end the two telegrams in questicn
had been despatched while that metter was belng considered.

The second question put to him was what authority the Commiesion
on Human Rights had, or might have, to decide to trensmit to the
Greek G~vernment a communication on the imminent executicn of certain
Greek trade union leeders, or to ask the Chaifman of the Commission
or the Secretary-General to desratch such & communication. The
Commission's authority was defined in the terme of reference conferred
uvon it by the Economic and Social Councile Mr. Feller quoted the
beglnning .7 the Council's resolution which contained those terms
of reference. The only provision in that text under which the
Commiseion cculd take the decision suggested, was conteined in
rersgrach 2, sub-varagrath (e). In that connexion, 1t ehould be
remembered that the Commission had suthority to submlt to the
TEconomic end Sccial Council only proposals, reccumendations and
revorts on the various questiors envisaged in 1ts terms of reference.
There were no provisions in the Comwission's terms of reference
autuorizing it to communicate directly with a Government or to
recommend to its Chairmen or to the Secretary-General that a specific

gquestion should be presented directly to a Government.
/ Furthermore
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Furthermwore the Commlssion's terms of reference should be considered
in conjunction with the lconomic end Secial Council resolution 75 (V)
on Communications Concerning Humen Rights.

In the circumstances, he thought that the Commission was not
suthoriied Lo udcut o resolution to tranemit to & Government a
communication suth asg the one suypested, or to adopt a resolution
inviting its Cholrman or the Secretary-General to do so.

In convlusicn, he said he had no comments to meke on a decision
which the Commission's Chairmen or the Secretary-General might
personally teke on that matter.

Mr. PAVIOV (Umion of Soviet Socielist Republics) did not think
that any of the Couwission's terms of reference to which Mr. Feller
had referred, forhede its Chairman or the Secretery-Gensral to despetch
a telegram asking fcr mercy to be shown towards the ten persons
condemned tc death. ‘The Commiseion had asked the Secretary-General
to send to each ucvernment a copy of the draft Covenant of Humen Rights;
that constituted = :re-edent, and in the circumstances Mr. iavlov
failed to sse why tre Ccomnmission could not take the decisicn he had
suggested in un intinitely more serious met er.

Ee wondered whether, in view of the existing situation in Greece,
it weuld rct be ugseful zrnd valuable to follow Mr. Evatt's example.
There was no irntsntion .t opposing a legal decision or of yuestioning
the volidity ot 7Jreek laws, but merely of making a plea for mercy.

The weonles of ithe Utk were following with the greatest attention
the Greek reonle's #{ crts to gal independence. The question was

not cnly a le;al cre; it was essentially a moral one.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the USSR representative of the agenda.
The question raised by him was not on the Commission's agenda, end as
Mr. Feller had reminded the Commission it had the right to act only
through the Council. The invitation to the 3ecretary-General to
arrange for the distributicn of the draft Covement of Humap Rights
had nothing in comwon with the problem raised by Mr. Pavlov.
She d4id not think tue Ccrmission could, on its own authoriiy, send
such a commnication tc the Greek Gevernment, or request the

Secretary-General tc do s0O.

/ Mr. LEBEAU
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Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) agreed with the representative of the USSR
that the Secretary-General or the Chairman had & right to send, in their
personal capacity, such communicetions as they might deem eppropriate.
But under ita terws of reference the Commission was not entitled to
make such recommendations. Ite functions were purely advisory;
its terms of reference were limited end gave it no power whatever
to adopt & resolution calling upon the Cheirmen or the Secretary-General
to make such e recommendation.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socielist Republic) noted that
the Commission was refusing to act cn the USER representative’s suggestion
to perform a humene act by asking for clemency for the ten Greek trede
unionists condemned to death. The Commiesion would thus vecome
respcnsible for the fate of the condemned men. Since Mr. wsvati had,
in similar circumstences end in his capacity as President of the
General Assenmbly, sent a telegram, he did not ses why the Chairmen of

the Commissicn or the Secretary-General could not do likewise.

lr. CASSIN (Frence) was convinced that from a legal point of view
the Cormission was sctually unable to take & humanitarien decision.
Tts inability to do so was due to the fact that in 1946, when it had
l2en instructed to prepare a draft of its terms of reference, it had
Tfcrrally asked the Council to perwmit it, pending the subsequent
cateblishment of other bodies to act in that capacity, to ensure the
effective protection of humen rights in individuel cases.

The Council had refused to accede to that request, so that the
Commissicn had hed no such powers since 1 Januery 1947.

The case brought up by the representative of the USSR was & tragic
proof that those who hed wished to give the Commiesion more extensive
pcwers hed been in the right. He hoped that the lesson would not be
in vain, and thet the Commission would in future be given the broader
powers and functions which it did not yet enjoy, and which the public

should kpow it did not enjoy.

/ DRAFT INTERNATIONAL



E/ON.4 /SR 11
B[4 fm 113
DRAFT INTERVATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (discussion continued)

Article 15 gn[cn.h[azg).

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as United Htates representative, said
that the text proposed by the Drafting Committee was not clear, end
that i1f the provieion it contained applied to ell humen rights
it should not be inserted in the Covenant, as it was too vague.

She accepted the Philippines' propoesal, but would prefer the word
"everywhere" to be delaeted.

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) accepted the Cheirman's suggestion.
Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) wished the word "everywhere" tu be retained.

Mr. CASSIN (France) agreed with the Lebamese representative.
Article 6 of the Declaeration of Huwan Rights could be recast and
simplified, but he did not think that the word "everywhere" could be
deleted. The purpose of article 6 was to abolish slavery completely,
as slaves had not the leganl personality which all persons should possess,
particularly when they went outside the frentiers of thelr own country.

The CHAIRMAN speaking as Tmited States representative,
withdrew her proposal.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) seid that there
were consliderable discrepancies between the English and French text of
article 6 of the Declaration of Human Rights and asked that the
French text, which he thought the bet.er, should be the only one to

be considered.
The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Philippine proposal (E/CN.4/232)
was an exact translation of the French version of article 6.

The form of words proposed by the Philippines for article 6
was adopted by 13 votes to noma.

The meeting rose at 5.45 p.m.




