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X , Miss BOWIE (United KinQdom) asked that the second paragraph of document 

E/CN.1I-/SR.159, r e f e r r ing to the f i r s t speech she made at the hundred and f i f t y -

ninth meeting of the Commission, should he amended as fo l lows: -

"She hoped she had thus given sa t i s f ac t i on to the representative of 

Lebanon who frequently exhorted the members of the Commission to act according 

to the i r highest idea l s . The members of the Commission had, however, to 

remember that they were representatives of t h e i r Governments and they had to 

work for a text which the i r Governments were l ike . ly to accept and s ign . The 

fact that there were considerable differences between the various l ega l 

systems throughout the world should a lso be borne i n mind. However apparent

l y i d e a l i s t i c some of the proposals were, representativos were sometimes 

unable to accept them, not because they were against human r ights but because 

those Toroposals would involve drast ic changes i n l ega l systems b u i l t uo over 

centuries which offered equal -orotoction to human r i g h t s . " 

2. The CEA.IRMAE noted the request of the United Kingdom representative. 

Ш А Р Т ШТЕШАТ Ю ЕАЕ CO?EïïAÎIT OTI HÜMAíI EIGHTS (ATOIEXES I AND I I OE THE EEPORT OE 

THE FIFTH. SESSION OF THE COMMISSION OK НСМШ EIGHTS (E/1371)) (continued) 

A r t i c l e 7 (Е/ ш Л / з б 5 , E/CN.^/353/Add.lO, Е / Ш , V 3 5 3 / A d d . l l , Е/СТ1Л/359, 

E / C N . 1̂ /372, E / C N . 1̂ /389) (continued ) 

A r t i c l e и (Е/СЕЛ/Зб5- , 'S./üil.hfhll, E/CN.V^72)(continued) 

3. Tlie CHAIEJ"iAN inv i t ed the Commission to continue the study of a r t i c l e 7 . 

He reca l led that several proposals had been submitted to the Commission -- the 

French delegation's proposal that a r t i c l e 7 should be deleted and the substance 

of that a r t i c l e incorporated i n a r t i c l e б (E/CN .V^71 ) , the Yugoslav delegation's 

proposal t h a t ' a r t i c l e 7 should be amended (E/ŒI Л/372) , and the amendment' to 

a r t i c l e б submitted by the Ph i l ipp ine delegation (Е/СНЛД7 2 ) . 

4. ^b?. lŒROU (Greece) moved the closure of the debate on a r t i c l e 7 i n view 

of the fact that the a r t i c l e had already been discussed at great length and that 

the Commission had very l i t t l e time at i t s d isposal i n which to f i n i s h i t s work. 

/ 5 , Mr. ЖШЕг 
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5» Mr. MENDEZ (Phi l ippines) opposed tho motion forc lcs io -e ao ho w'ohedto 

i-iako oort?!.ln remarks rogardlnc tho French onoudment. 

6* Mr. M.'̂ JJIK (Loharion), although ho shared the Greek roprcsonta t i vc 'B wîah 

that the CoLimlDalon should f i n i s h i t s work i n timc) pointed out that the г.юкЪог;'. 

of the Comminslon had not had timo to dlecu£ia the amondmenta of Б^апсо and tho; 

Ph i l i pp lnea , the toxts of which had heen çoramunlctitad to thorn only that morning. 

7. Tho SH;\IRMAN put the Greek delegation's î:юtion for cloauro to tho vote. 

The motion waa adopted hy ^ votas,, to 2.. 

f̂ . Tho Oa"iISMftN said-he vould put tho varloUfi propoaala to th© voto In tho 

fol lowing order-: he would f i r s t put to the vote the proposal that a r t i c l e 7 

should he doloted, and i f that were rejeotod, he would put the Yugoslav • timondmont 

to th© vote. I f the proposal for de let ion wore adopted, ho would put tho French 

amendment to a r t i c l e б (Е/СМ.^*.Д71) to tho vote, faid thon tho Ehl l ipp i i i o amcndmont 

to the snmo a r t i c l e (E/CN.1I-A72) . 

9, . Mr. METOEZ (Phjl ippinea) pointed out that the French amendment merely . 

auggeated tha t the, auhatanco of a r t l c l o 7 should he included i n a r t i c l e 6." I f 

that amendment wero adopted, a r t i c l o '{ would not r e a l l y he d.eloted. 

10, Mr. Ш1,ТЖ (Lohanon) r e ca l l ed that a l l the m-ombere of tho Commiaalon 

were agreed that a r t i c l e 7 aa. drafted ahould ho deleted. The Lobaneao dolega-tlon 

would vote for the dolot lon of a r t i c l e "J, provided the Coiimiaaion iraaedia„toly 

diacuaaod the î^onch amendment, 

11, The CHAIRI4/̂ .N put to tho voto the French proposal that a r t i c l e ' 7 should he 

deleted from tho draft covenant. 

The proposal was adopted-'by.. 11 vptee to none, wi th 2 ahstontlona. 

12, Tho CHí\IPJ#.ri sa id that i n view of the Coiîiraiscion'a docialon i t was 

unnecessary to put the Yugoslav amendment to a r t i c l e 7 'to the vote. Ho thon 

/ inv i ted the 
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InvltiOd the тетЪегз of tho Goimls^ion to study the eraondnents submitted Ъу йгапсо 
and the Phi l ipp ines ( E / C N J ^ A T I апа.Е/спЛДтг ) , confining the i r rcmark.3 to t l i v 

t e x t of thoaa amendmenta and not to the substance. 

13, Mr, KYEOU (Greece) pointed out that his motion for closijre re ferred only 
to a r t i c l e 7, The members of tho Comi^ilasion should bo .free to discuss the two 
amendments r e f e r r ing to a r t i c l e 6 which were before them. 

14, Mr, MSEDEZ (Phi l ippines ) sa id that the Erench amendment had tho cvno 
faul ts as c r t i c l o '{, which tho Commission had Jtist re jected. As the World Health 
Organization and the Internat ional Counci l of Sfurses had pointed out, the wordrs 
" Involv ing r i s k " wore l i a b l e to cause a. oorlous hindrance to doctors i n the 
ozerolso of the i r profession. I t would therefore be preferable to make no 
mention of r i s k but simply to say "No one s h a l l ba subjected to any form of 
medical'treatment not required by his state of health and for the preservation 
of his l i f e " . 

15, Replying to a question from tho CH/viai>lAK, ho ozplalnod that his 
suggestion affected the №onch amendment and was not a subst i tute text for his 
delogatlon's o r i g i n a l amondmont (Е/СМ.^Д72) . 

l b . Mr. GAS3IÏÏ (France) f e l t that tho word "treatment" had an i n f i n i t e l y 
wider moaning than "experimentation". WHO and the Internat ional Coimcl l of Eursos 
had not, ho. r e ca l l ed , made any objection to tho words "medical or s c i e n t i f i c 
experlmontatlon". 

17. E&gardlng the o r i g i n a l amendment of the l i i i l ipp ine .s , he sa id i t war, not 
enough to say " c r im ina l experimentation"; the me-'ining of the word " c r i m i n a l " 
must f i r s t be defined. 

18, -Mr. SIMSABIAE (UnJtod State ls of /umerica) statad that the proposed 
additions to e ir t lc le 6 r a i s ed tho same d i f f i c u l t i e s as a r t i c l e 7. His dolegatlon 
would therefore voto against any change of a r t i c l e 6 which might préjudice tho 
s o c i a l .arid medical futiire of the world. The United States delegation's main 
objection to tha Sronch proposal was tJuit i t d id not próvido for cases whoro a 
person mlglit have to be subjected to. medical treatment In tho interest of the 
community. Thus, In cases of serious, epidemics, inoculations migiat have to bo 

/made In 
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toado í.n order" to protect tho other;,laeinibers o f soc ie ty . S i m i l a r l y , i t toight 
prove necessary to subject r.ûCognizedséX,-offenders to. troatmunt i n the in teres t 
of other members of the conmunligr, . 

?L9. While i t would have to vote against any addit ion to a r t i c l e 6, tho 
lui i ted States, delegation nevertheless proposed that the-iironch-amendmont should 
be changed to rood as • f o l l ows , . in order to tako Into account the above considora-
t i ons : 

" m pa r t i cu l a r , medical or a c l o n t i f i c experimentation, without consent, 
which l a not In the in te res t o f Indiv idt ic l or cotrmunlty hea l th , • s h a l l 
рНш facie be deemed crue l or inliuinan treatment," (Е/СШ,4Д73) 

20, ' ••The words "prima ' fecio" Kàd been introduced • into the text i n order 
that the ru le , stated In the paragraph should not be too r i g i d l y Iriterprotod. 

21, Mrs, MEHTA ( india) thought that before coralng to a dociaion on thé, 
proposals before i t the Comisa Ion'should hear the'repreaentative of WHO,; 
Furthermore, I t would be preferable to examine a r t i c l e 6 and the probosèd addi t lo is 
thereto at the second reading of the draft covenant and not immediately a f ter the 
re j ec t i on of a r t i c l e 7. 
22, ' Ad regards the United States proposai, she, remarked that, any oicporlmont 

not i n tho interes t of i nd i v i dua l or community health could'not be considorod aa 
an experiment. 

23, Mr.'ÏÏISOT (Belgium) proposed that . the words "modical оГ'sciôntlfio 
oxperimèntation'^ In the French proposal should be replaced by "medical .treatment 
or s c i e n t i f i c experimentation". Experimentation, rather than experimente,.'was'''the 
point 'at issUO, 

2Д, Mr. CASSIÎI (France) sa id that the French delegation's text was thè'Oriîy 
one to take in to account the views expressed by V/HO and the Internat ional Counci l , 
o f Wtirsos: I t - cou ld 'no t ; therefore, be an • impedlmeht to s c i e n t i f i c progress, • By 
adding that text to a r t i c l e б, the Commission would emphasize that thé subject ion 
of a person'to unwarranted medical or s c i e n t i f i c experimentation eónatltutedan 
Inhuman and• degrading act . I t 'c'ov'ered only a spec i f i c саке.' 

25, •' As Regarda thé United-States anendmoiat) hé sa id that ' the words •"In'the'• 
in teres t of community-health" could give r i s o - t c grbat abus-os-v Ho roOal led that 
at the ïïurnbèfg t r i a l ) - t h e defence had malntaihôd that i t -was ' 'prec ise ly i n the • 

/intoreata of 
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Inbororita of the conjffiliiilty tlia.t htuidn'ods of pern ora had Ъееп subjected to inb.uiaan 
ned ica l oxporimeuts По one whatsoevoí* should be subjoutod to Inliuman treatment, 
o\Qu In tlic Interest of tho commimlty, 

26 L;r. TIÉCJ (Greece) 'stated that he vould vô tíe for the French amendr,ient. 
Ли r(.g.:.'.rdr-! tho United States ргоро:;а1, the French text did not proh ib i t the 
oiuiiclimont of SG:C o'ffendors or the talcing of preventive neatuiroa against thorn.. 

2? btr, K - X I L (World Health Oï'gaalzatlon) stressed that the French emendment 
was almost i d e n t i c a l with tho propoEiaJ. made by the Internat ional Counci l of 
Kvrser: except that the words "ph ja l ca l mut i l a t i on " had been deleted and the 
word-̂  " in'/olving r i s k " had beon added. W!iO .had not found tho text of tho 
Internat ional Goi.mcil of 'Wursos sa t i s fac tory . The ironch amcndiaent ra l sod one 
vury d i f f i c u l t problem, sinee I t was scnbotlmes necessary to fubject a person 
to medical or s c l o n t i f l u experimontatlon invo lv ing a r i s k to that person, and i t 
was not г1:т;,уг! possible to obtain h is ccnnsnt before doing so. Tho sam.e objection 
applied to tho United .r-tatos amendment. 

2^, Regarding the Phi l ipp ine omeuamcnt, I t wa,rj o raont la l to define the 
ci.-civm.-atancos i n which a s c i e n t i f i c experiment could bo described as cr iJ i i ina l . 

2V. Hi ' . MEITOES (Phi l ipp ines ) explained that h is amendment d id not conoorn 
laodlcal oxporliiients properly speaking bxit abusive experimente of a c r imina l nat•̂ .•lre 

fí^-lling into tho category of c r u t l end inhuiaen treatment re ferred to i n a r t i c l e 6. 

30, Mr. W - L I K (Lebanon) suggested that i n the French amendment to 
a r t i c l e 6, tho words "without h is consent" should be replaced by tho word.i 

"against hie w i l l " . He considered that such wording would mdct the objecticnü 
ra ised by tho representative of the World Health Crganlaatloi'i. Tho l a t t e r 
had further pointed out that In cer ta in cases medical or svurgical ac t i on 
invo lv ing ri.sk was necessary; such act ion was not pr-ohlbitod In the PlTcnch text 
vhich In fact contained tho fol lowing phrase: "where such is not required by 
his state of phys ica l or mental hea l th " . On the contrary, when the s ta te of 
hoalth of a patient made a par t i cu la r treatment or act ion necessary, the doctors, 
should be free to сше to what they considered the wisest dec is ion. 

/31. Mr.i, МЕЕГД 
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31- Mrs,, ШШк (India) found i t ' d i f f i c u l t to accept any t e - t for tho time 

•'i.;a3.r.g' one therefore moved that the diacussion on the varioua proposais rh.ould 

Ъз Guapanded u n t i l the second reading of the draf t co4'-ona,nt, 

32, Мгс niSOT (Belgium) waë opposed to the Indian représentative'a m.otii.m. 

I t 'Hovild Ъа тоте useful to complete the diacussion on that euhjeot at the cur i e r t 

moeling aa i f the Uommisaion re-c/penod the consideration of the question at the 

second readii.'g of the covenant a muoh longer dehate would he necessary„ 

33, Mr, ВТЖЖНтН (United States of itmerica) supported 1*.е Indian motion. 

The diff0X",3nt delegatlona had not had. the timj? to abud.y the proposals r e l a t ing 

to a r t i c l e б and i t would therefore he pieforahlo to re-examine tha question i n 

tho courae of the eeoond reading of tho draft covenant., 

The I,n.dia,n. motion jras re^-Toctad Ъу 9 votes to ^» 

34, Mr. M I I K (lehenon) stated that he had voted against tho Indian motion 

for the reaaona stated e a r l i e r hy the Belg ian repreaentative. 

35, Mr. ICYBOU (Greece) had a lso voted against the Indian motion for the 

some leaaona aa the Belg ian and Lehaneao representativos; he would not however, 

l i k e that vote to croate a procèdent i n any aenae. 

36, Mr. ЗТМГ5ЛНти (United States of /jnerica) conaidered wel l-adviaad the 

lehanose repreaentative 'в suggestion to replace the words "withoiit h i s consent" 

Ъу the worda "against h is w i l l " . He addod that the French text aeemed too 

r i g i d ; i t \таз f o r that reason that the United States delegation had included the 

worda ''prima faciír' .in i t s am'̂ ndment ъо the French proposa]..-

37, Mr, OEIBE (Uruguay) would oppose any proposal r e l a t ing to a r t i c l e . 6; 

the. present dehate showed that the Commission had not reached a point where i t 

could agree on a text that was'ewf-ii-ely sa t i s fac tory . Fai ' therr ioro, one of 

the spec ia l i zed agencies had 'ohjectad to the various proposals before the 

/Commiasion; 
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Coinmissioni and f i na l l y^ many countries had no l e g i s l a t i o n on the matter., The 

Corüml.3fllon had not as yet su f f i c i en t data at I t s d isposa l to come to a decis ion 

on tae matter,. 

3L-i Mr, Ш1Ь (World Health Organisation) remarlîsd that the vordlng of the 

proposals for the addit ion of a second oaragtapb to a i ' t l c l a б ша very s im i l a r 

to that of a r t i c l e 7 vrblch the ConimisElon had Just decided to deletôc The 

World Health Orgarazation had t r i e d , ::lthou+ succoes. to dx'aft a t0.x-t f o r 

a r c i c l e 5, Ho erpreusod concern l e s t che Oommisslon's e f for ts load to 

undesirable r e G u l t a , Any paragraph vrhlch m s added m.ust not Interfere •irtth 

medical and ooc ia l needa« 

39. Tno i-osult of the provisions of the United States amendment mi.ght be 

that aJ.i. eT.perl:<.TionT&tion and treabir^nt i n Tiental homos might be prevented, since 

m biich casas I t wor.ld not bo possible to obtain 'he consent of the person 

concerned, 

40, Mr. З.ШЗШШ' (United Statoe of America) scate(3 that he would withdraw 

h is amendment a f ter hearing the remarks made by the VbO leore^'^ntatlve and vi-ould 

voti^ against a l l proposals regarding a r t i c l e 6, 

A l i Mr., MORDEZ (Phi l ippines ) maintained h is proposal f o r a r t i c l e b, but 

withdrew his amendment to the French e,mendment. 

42. Mr> М А Ш К (ljebcino;a> remarked t h a t the Comisslcjn had takexa up the 

cciOPlderation of the diaf-c convention only a f t e r oonsulbing Ш0, vrhose statement 

i t had heaîd v l t h great lr;.tereet, ifevertaeieas, xho Commlusion mu.st be mirdfxii 

of i t s ducy, and the opinion of ШО must not prevent J t from tebing the decis ion 

i t would consider advlsableo That decis ion should be taken a t once, and. ШО 

could subsequently put fox'wa.id i t s argimients to the Economic ard S o c i a l Counci l 

and to the General Assembly.. 

/43;, Mrs,. MEHTA 
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ii-3 i^fS, ЬЕША {'India; vould. vot© against any proposel coacerni'i{' 
articl© b . She d id not want th© Comiisslon to adopt any te.xt tfhich was 
Л',".; exit irely sa t i s fac tory . 

kki. The Cliii;IB]yi№ inv i t ed tho representatives of the (a tho l i c .Tntor-

naoional Unxon for Soc i a l Servio© and th© Intematlona. l Union of Cathol ic 
Woms'i'e Lea,'p.ie.-i to state t h s i r vi©W3,-

45. i'li'B, .AIETA (Catholic; Inter- iat ional Jnior. for Soc i a l Service) wiahei 
to iralœ a f©w гел;аг1га concerning the te.xt pr©s©nted Ъу the Internat iona l 
Counci l of llurses concerning a r t i c l e 7» ïïu view of the Commj-ssion-s 
decisión to delete a r t i c l e 7> ho'-ravsr^ &hi îsad no coEiments to make. 

/,.6 Miss SCEiiEEPE (Internat.!ona,l ^Jn±^.m. oí Cathol ic Womer.'s Leaguob) 
read out a communieaiiion sent i n Ju:|ciar.v 1 9 5 0 Ъу the Intor.national Counci l of 
Earses to th© World Health Organization.. 

47. Mr, CASSIN (France) said that i f the Commission wero vot ing on a 
f i n a l text of the draf t covenantj he V'oald Ъ© th© f i r s t to rscognize that h i s 

oiily 
proposal shi^uld Ъе thoroughly discussed, Th© Commission waS;. however,/clearing 
the way for subseqiient work. Ey adopting tho French delega-cion's text i t 
would s ign i fy i t s in tent ion of taking into considerat ion the ohsorvations and 
comments auhmittei Ъу various in te rnat iona l bodies. 

4вс The French t ex t , besides being covered by the }>re3ent wjrdin,;; < f a r t i c l e 

6, was more r e s t r i c t i v e than that of the Internat ional Council of Kurses because 

i t d id not speak of d i sab l ing in jur i es and condemned experiments en ta i l i ng a r i s k . 

He agreed v;i.t':i tlie Lebanese representative that in te rnat iona l tjrganizatlons should 

give pos i t i ve advice i n the matter; those organizations must not say, however, that 

nothing should be done because due allowance had to be made for divergent interests 

/4.9. The Commission shouJ.d, without any further delay, introduce in to the 

covenant provisions p roh ib i t ing medical or s c i e n t i f i c experimentation on persons 

against t h e i r w i l l , even though those provi-sions' might have to be referred to WHO 

at a l a t e r stage. 

/50. Any observations 
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5 0 , Any observationG toide Ъу ШО dn that suh.lect would na tura l l y bo 
c r r o fu l l y taken into consi.deratj.on Ъу the Coirnniesionu But i t va& esse i t t ia l to 
do soía4it.h,.lng, even i f what was done wei-e to Ъе c r i t i c i z e d . 
5I0 He would therefore request the Gommission to take a dec is ion on the 
Eianch proi-osal and was ready to accept any reasonable amendnionts to h i s tG3"t. 

5?.. Tho CIIAIRf/íAIí closed the l i s t of speakers which s t i l l included the 
representatiyee of the united Kingdom, the Ph i l i pp ines , -nuatralia end Yugoslavia, 

53, Miss BOWIE (United KinfAoL^) said that her dcle,.;ation would vote against 
a l l the proposi'.la stihmitted because i t bel ieved that they rnight prejudice human 
r i gh ts as w e l l aa pi-otect thom„ I f a l l proposals were re jected, the United 
Kin'-com reserved i t s r i ght to srlunit a draft reso lut ion on medical and s c i e n t i f i c 
oyporinifrntation on huioan beings. 

54, I T . MJÜEDÍS", (Phi l ippines) aa.id that although he had l i s tened care fu l l y 
to the exD^anations gi-"en by the Erench representative he ccjuld not urdorstand 
why Егапсз proposed on. the one hand the de let ion of a r t i c l e 7 and on the other 
the inc lus ion of i t s provisions i n a r t i c l e 6. The aim of the Ph i l ipp ine 
delega,tion was to stress the difference between legit imate and un jus t i f i ed 
s c i e n t i f i c experimentation. 

55. Mr. Ш1ТЕФ1 (Austra l ia ) sa id that both a r t i c l e s в and 7 of the d r i f t • 

covenant di'ew the i r i n sp i r a t i on from a r t i c l e 5 of the Universa l DeclaratJ.on of 
Human. Eights . Medical experimentation was but one aspect of the general problem 
of c rue l treatmeiit. Together with the representatives of the Ph i l ipp ines р.гЛ 
Ch i l e , ho believed t i a t a l l the aspects of the problem should be considered 
together. He was opposed to the French proposal because i t roferi 'sd only to 
s c i e n t i f i c and medical experimentation. 

56 The text of the Ph i l ipp ines came nearer the aim which was to proh ib i t 

un jus t i f i ed experimentation, and he would vote i n i t s fa.vour. 

/57, Mr. ЛЕУЯЕМО̂ ЯС 
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57. ^Irv JEVREÍínviC '(Yugoslavia) f u l l y endorsed thé French representat ive 's 

opin ion. The problem iii'as not new and had airead}"- been raised by events the.-i-

S3lv33o Whether the Cdnimission l i k e d i t or not , i t had to bear i n nd.nd¡, study 

and solve that problem, 

5or, Ccntrarj-' to What had been a l leged, the Coiimisision had had ai;iple t i r e to 

do so. The report of the f i f t h session of the Commission had already ino lu led a 
draf t a r t i c l e 7 atid over a year had elapsed since the publ i ca t ion of that repor t . 
Furtherniore, the Commission had been meeting for over a month and i t s members had 
had •ir.iple time to examine the problem aneiv, 

59» He d id not approve of tl is a t t i tude of '-.'HO which merely gave advice c f 

a negative nature; i t should, on the contrary, submit cogent and constructive 
proposa^ls and observations to the Commission, There was a fund.aîr.ental di f ference 
between medical and s c i e n t i f i c treatment for purely experimental purposes and 
t i i ervpeut ica l treatment. A l l the proposals submitted to t h e Со:жазз1оп referred 
only to experlmeAitaticn for which tiiere was no j u s t i f i c a t i o n on grounds of hea l th . 
He referred to the example c i t ed by the representative c f WHO, namely, of exper i 
mentation on the insane. The French text viould be no obstacle to such treatment 
because i t vrould not be appl ied against the w i l l of the person involved. The 
Commission should not give up hope of solv ing the problem and should, f i r s t of 
a l l , havo the courage of facing i t squarely. In view of those considerat ions, 
the Yugoslav dej.e^^^ation would vote i n favour of the French te^ct. 

60. :-Ir. NISr;T (Belgium) said that although he thought that the Frencr. tex t 
was defective he would vote i n i t s favour, since i t was essent ia l that the 
covenant should contain a prc/ is ion br inging the problem to the notice of the '• 
organs which would have to give the i r opinion cn i t a f t e r the Coionvissiori }ial done 
so, 

61, The CHAim-Llli read out and put t o t h e vote paragrapn 2 c f the French 

proposal ( i :/CN,4A7l ) . 

РаГ.̂ ЕГМ'Ь 2_.o.f tl'.e French proposal was adopted by 8 votes to 4, with 3 
abstent ions. 

/62. The CHAim-iAN 
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Ь?.. îho ОШТ^МШ ca l l ed for a vot© on the ргорсзаЛ of the Phl l lpp iaoe 

'Л:10 propofial of tho Phl l ippi i isc i wag ro jsctad by 5 votes to 4, w i t h p 

63 0 Tiie СМШЯШ sa id that the Ccomiûsion would have to vote on tlia ib.ola of 

a r t i c l e 6 c^urtng the second reading. 

64.. Mr-. 'PKECTOPXPOuLOS (Crecce) eaid that the te.Tt adopted for the new 

piîragraph 2 of ar+iole б was not f i n a l . I t had boon included ID the drai't 

covsncab Qj-xly to afford int .errat ional organi^^aticas the opportunity to submit 

obse::'vatJопй and proposals. 

650 Уг, MiWDEZ (Phi l ippines ) sa.ld that he had voted against the i'l-ench 

proposal becauB© he f e l t that the appropriate pos i t i on for tha.t text v/ae not 

a r t i c l e 6 which dealt only with c rue l , iniruman ard deg:*ading treatment, Tho 

Commission had a.3eumed a very h9e.vy r e spons ib i l i t y by inc luding the French 

proposal In that a r t i c l e , 

60. The GiiAIPMïï ca l l ed upon the representative of t3ie World Health 

Organization to make a statement. 

67, to. KtvXJL (World Heelth Organization) pointed out that the suggeaticna of 

WHO wore not, ae had been al leged, of a pin-ely negative charactor. luôeed,- the 

t i re0 tor -Genera l of VEO had propoaed In h is communication (E/CK .4/SK.^59 ) that 

a r t i c l e 6 should be omitted and, had outl ined the reasons for that proposal.. In 

pa r t i cu l a r , paragraph (2) (page 2) stated that i t was extremely d i f f i c u l t to 

present on. articl© which would prevent improper medical intervent ion and exper i -

mentationj furthermore, the question was already covex'ed i n articl© 5 of the 

Universal Pac larat icn of .Human E ights . 

Th© meeting^ rose^at I . 5 р'Д^" 

17/5 p.m. 




