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TRAFT INTERKATIONAL COVENANT ON.HUMAN RIGHTS (8/800, B/CN.4/158,
E/CN.4/170, E/CN.8/27C/A88,3,E/CN.b/202/Rev.1, E/CN.4/204, E/CN.4/207,
E/CN.4/208) (discussion continued)

Article 5 gdiscuaaion conthued!

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Coumission that it had been agreed that the
vote on article 5 of the draft international covensnt on human rights would
pot be taken until e sub-committee had taken all views into comsideration
and, in default of full agreement, had produced concrede proposaels upon
vhich votes ©could be taken. . R

Mr. SOERENSEN (Demmark) thought dMat the referemce to lawful
acts of war in paragraph 2, sub-peragraph (b), of the joimt United
Kingdom end Lebanese amendment (E/CN.4/204) might bé imappropriate. It
might be sdvissble that the covenant should mot cetain provisions which
" might modify existing inmtermational conventioms; that had been suggested
in the Fremeh dreft proposed for article k (B/CN.L/187). A similer

" [objection
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objection might apply to other articles of the covenant, particularly
to article 11, paragraph 2, vhich dealt with the right to leave any
country -- a right vhich was usually suspended in war time -- and to
the Australian amendment to article 9 (E/CN.k/212). Wnile, however,
it might not be advisable to include such references in the covenant,
the Commission must be prepared to face the possitility that war might
break out again.

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as representative of the United States of
Americe, agreed with the representative of Demmark, but thought that,
although the possibility of war must not be disregarded, it was the duty
of the Commission on Human Rights and of the United Nations in general
to proceed inp the hope that theX® would be no war. Sub-paragraph (b)
of paragraph 2 in the joint amendment required far more exhaustive
consideration since its scops appeared to be very much brcader than the
authors of that emendment had intemded. The Sub-Committee should examine
that paragraph with the greatest attention.

Mrs. MEETA (India) agreed with the Danish representative that
facts must be faced, but the phrase conteined in the sub-paragraph under
discussion was far too broad, because it covered many aspects of war,
vhich, while legally Jjustifisble, could not, in her opinion, be justified
on humeniterian grounds. Events such as the atom bombing of Hiroshima
or the bombing of civilians should not appear to be condoned. That
sup-paragraph, therefore, skould be deleted or greatly eltered.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Svcialist Republics) said that his
country had always maintained and continued to maintain that it was
perfectly prssible for various sociel systems to coexist in emicable
competition. The experience of the Second World War had shown that the
achievement of co-operation between differing systems was feasible. There
was no reason vhy similar relations should not be continued in time of
peace, If certain political, diplomatic and perhaps even idealogical
prerequisites were fulfilled, the work of the Commission on. Human Rights
could be directed exclusively towards providing for conditions of lasting
peace. Such an approach would require goodwill on both sides. The
Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics had given an earmest of such goodwill;
the other countries must respond. The sub-paragraph under discussiom,
therefore, raised considerable difficulties. If it were retained, it
might give the impression that the Commission was giving undue attention
to the possibility of war at a time when the peoples of the world were

eager for peace. /In that on
connexi
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In thet counexion, the Hague Convention, regardless of some failure
in practical application, was:particuiarly important, because its main
purpose was to ensure the protection of the civil population and the
respect for the lives of individuals on the battlefield. The Commission
must be extremely careful to see that the international covenant on human
rights contained no provision which might in eny way diminish the
effectiveness of the Hague Convention; rather, it should strengthen the
principles embodied in it. The drafting Sub-Committee should pay
particular attention to that comsideration. The exception in respect
of killings resultirg from the performence of lawful acts of war was
open to objection; .he would therefore support the original text (E/80C).

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the drafting Sub-Committee's
membership should be droadened in order that all views might be represented.
She therefore suggested that the representatives of Chile, China, France,
Lebanon, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom and
United States of Americe should serve on it.

At the request of Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom),the CHAIRMAN addeu
the representative of Denmark. She proposed that the Sub-Committee
to draft erticle 5 should meet on the morning of 23 May.

It was so decided.

Article 8 (discussion continued)

Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) reminded the Commission that the United
Kingdom amendment (E/CN.4/202/Rev.l) end the United States alternmative .-
proposal to article 8 (E/CN.4/170/Add.3) contained provisions which had !
been rejected by the Drafting Committee of the Commission on Euman Rights.
They should be examiﬁed in the light of that rejection. Paragreph 3,
sub-paragraph (a) of the United Kingdom amendment should not be accepted,
because it did not take into account the imposition by a court of a
sentence of forced labour, a penalty regularly enforced in wany countries.

It appeared to refer to compulsory labour imposed upon a prisoner by
the prison authorities; that, however, should not be legalized. Even
if the United Kingdom delegation had intended to refer to Judicial
sentence of forced labour, it appeared to have avoided the direct use
of the term by placing it among the exceptions. If a Jentence of
forc;ed labour were intended, that should be clearly stated.

/He therefore
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He therefore preferred the original text, as reproduced in
pearagraph 2 of the United States proposal, He could, however, socept
sub-paragraphs (c) and (4) of paregraph 3 of the United Kingdom text
or their variant form in peragraph 4, subeparagraphs (v) and (c) of
the United States text,

Sub-paregraph (b) of peragraph 3 of the United Kingdom exendment
raised the most serious difficulties, The situation of conscientious
objectors wes a very serious one, The lebausse delegation bad drought
it to the attention of the Drafting Committee end had successfully
urged the inclusion of = relevent provision in the article. Although
he was not in sympathy, with the vievs of conscientious objectors, he
hed been impressed by their experiences. In certain countries where
conscientious objectors were permitted relesse from militexy
obligations, they were treated in o menrer inconsistent with human
dignity., They vere set to comguleoxy lsdour, were paid little or
nothing, and in meny ceses their imaleh ow sanity broke down. If the
system of conscientious objection were permitted at all, the countries
pe:mitting it must honestly accept their responsibility to grent the
obJectors humene treatment, The United Kingdom emendment made no
such stipulation., Rather than support such an inadequate treatment
of the question, he would prefer the United States proposal, which aid
not raise that question at all, I. would be more advisable, however,
to adopt the original text, with its vitel stipulation that
conscientioun objectors should receive maintenance and pay not
inferior to thet of the lowest rank of soldier. Such a stipulation
provided at least a minimum safeguard, The adoption of that clause
by the Drefting Committee had been greeted with relilef by
conscientious cbjectors throughout the world, To withdraw it at
that stage would be & great disappointment to them.

1ith regerd to the first clause of paregraph 2 in the United
Kingdom emendment, he would support it if the insertion of the word
"involuntary" before the word "sexrvitude" were accepted.

Miss BO/IE (United Kingdom) accépted that ineertion,

Miss BOJIE (United Kingdom) was afraid that the Lebanese
representative, in spesking on the basis of what he remembered of
the Drafting Committee's work, had read into the United ILiingdom
proposal & meaning which it aid not in fact contain, The first
United Kingdom proposal (E/CN,4/202) was very similar to the Drafting
/Comittee ts
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Conmittee's text, The revised draft hed been submitted only in order
to meet objections reised at the Commission's previous meeting, to the
effect that the former text wes not altogether logical.

111th vegard to the question of conscientious objectors, she reminded
the Commission that her covatry fully recognized the rights of
conscienticus objectors and had followed & far morve liberel policy in
that respect than that set forth in the Drafting Committee’s text,
The United Kingdom wished the principle to be included in the covenant
and for that reason could not support the United Statees proposal
for erticle 8, por purely drafting reesons, it considered the reference
to pey mede in the Drafting Committee's text inappropriate in an article
dealing with compulsory lebour, but the United Kingdom delegation would
not vote against such & provision should the Commission wish to include it.

Mr, INGIES (Philippines) preferred peragraph 2 of the United
States draft of article 8 to the other texts submitted. He could not,
however, agree to the insertion of the word "involuntary" before
Ygervitude", There must be no servitude in any form, whether
involuntary or not., To qualify "serxvitude" in the covenant would be a
step backwaerd from the position teken in the Universal Decieration of
Human Righte which did not include the word "imvoluntery",

The phrase "except as a consequence of conviction of a crime by a
competent court" used in both the United States and the Drafting Committee's
texts should be retained, as it would ensure that a prisoner dbeing held
pending trial would not be required to do forced labour, Since the
United ingdom amendment would not afford the sems protection, Mr.Ingles
could not support that draft,

Mr, CASSIN (Frence) egreed with tho Philippine representative
that the word "involuntery" in the United States draft should be omitted,
France considered freedom a fundemental human right of which a man could '
not be derrived even by a contract. -

Referring to peragraph 2, he supported the United Stctes end the
Drafting Committee's text, both of which recocnized that compulsory labour
might be imposed as a consequence of a conviction of crime by a competent
court, He agreed with the Indian and cthier delegations that a bdistinction
should be made in that paragraph between & common cr:lmirial and a political
prisoner, 4in the lattér'case forced labour was not pexrmissible.

Before discussing paragraph 3 of the draft of article 8, the

Commission should first ask the ILO representative to inform it of the
/provisions

-




E/oN,4/SR 94
Page T

provisions of the 1930 ILO Forced Labour Convention. In that connexion,
a procedural point arose., Should the araft covenant repeat or rephrese
the definition of forced labour given in the exiesting international
convention on the subject, or should it simply contain a reference to the
provisions of any internmational conventions that might be epplicable?

If the first procedure were followed, would the covenant have to be
amended if subsequent intermational conventions on forced labour were
different {rom the existing convention? The Commission might consider 1t
advisable to leave technical details in comnexion with the protection of
hunen rights to be set forth in international conventions drawn up by
specialized agencies,

Mr, EVANS (International Labour Organizetion) stated that according
to article 2 of the ILO Forced Lsbowr Comvention of 1930, in force among
twenty-two member States of the JLO, foroed labour was defined in the
following terms:

"1, For the purposes of this Comvention the term 'forced or
compulaory labowr! meeans all work or service which is exacted from
eny person under the mensce of any penalty and for which the said
person has not offered himself voluntarily.

"2, Provided that, for the purposes of this Convention, the
term !forced or compulsory labour! does nou include «=-

(a) Any work or service exacted in virtue of compulsoxy
military service laws or work of a puré]y military character;

(b) Any work or service which forms part of normel civic
obligations of the citizens of & fully seli-governing country;

(c) Any work or sexrvice exscted from any person as &
consequence of a conviction in & court of law, provided that the seid
work or service is carried out under the supervision and control of a
public authority and the saild person is not hired to or placed at the
disposal of private individuals, companies or assoclations;

() Any work or service exacted in cases of emergency, that
is to say, in the event of war or of e calémty or threatened
calemity such as fire, flood, femine, earthquake, Violent epidemic
or epizootic disease,invasion by animal, insect or vegeteble pests,
and, in generel, any circumstance that would endanger the existence
or the well~being of the whole or part of a population;

(e) Minor communal services of & kind which, being
performed by a member of the community in the direct interest of
the seme commnity, could therefore be considered as normal civic
obligations incumbent upon the members of the community, provided

that the members of the community or their direct repree;ntativos
should
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should have the right to be consulted in regard to the need ‘or such
services.” o

Mr. Evans stated that, according to the Convention, while the aim
wes that forced labour in all 1te"fome"should be suppreessed within the
shortect possiile period, recourse ‘might be had to it during the transi-
tional period for public purposes only and as an exceptional measure.

Mr.' SOERENSEN (Dempax‘k) observed that the United Kingdom text
of paregraph 2 of article d was much broeder than the Drafting Comittee's
text. Ae ths United Kingdom reprecsentative had previouecly explalned,
under her text a man who had been imprisoned “or refusal to support
himself or lie family might be required to do forced labour., That point
was an impdrtant one which should bde included in the Covenant. On ‘
the other hand, the argument advan.ed by the Philippine reprecentative
aginet the United Kingdom text also had weight. The United Kingdom dxjaft
might in fact bdbe insufficiently preciee.

He therefore sugeested that parngraph ? might be re-drafted along the
general lines followed by the United Kingdom in 1te proposal for article 9
(A/CN.4/188). The new text might specifically stute the grounds on which
forced labour could be imposed on a prisoner -- particularly conviction by
a competent court of a crime or of having refused to support himeelf or
the persone for wiom e was responsiblc -- and thon mention the legal
procedures or organs by which such labour gould bs Impo-ed.

Mr. LEBEAU (Belg:lum), referring to the question of conscientious
obJcctore, strecsed the importance he attuched to that matter. He :‘regretfbed
that his country, which considercd a conscicntious objector o be guilty
of & serious violation of thc law, followcd a leco liberal policy in that
regard than the United Kingdom,

The Commiseiont's major concorm chould be to -nsurc lewal re.oznition
of the position of the couscicntious objcctor and of hic right to fulfill
his duty to his country in somc way other than by milltary service,
without fear of punishment. The refcercnce to conecicntlour obJjectors
in the United Kingdom draft was quitc sufficlen* to et forth that
fundamental right; dctails cuch as thc pay the conecientinus objector
should rcceive were of secondary importance and woere not nccessarily
appropriatc for inclucion in the covenant. He therz ore supportcd the
United Kingdom text.

Mrs. MERTA (India)

y M O
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should have the right to be consulted in regard to the need  or such
services." o

Mr. Evans stated that, according to the Convention, while the aim
wes that forced labour in all ite forme should be suppressed within the
shortest possiile period, recourse 'm:ight be had to it during the transi-
tional period for public purposes only and as an exceptional measure.

Mr. SOERENSEN (Dermark) observed that the United Kingdom text
of paregraph 2 of article 3 wos much dbroader than the Drafting Committee's
text. Ae the Unitéd Kingdom representative had previously explained,
undsr her text a man who had been impriscned “or rcfusal to support
himself or tie family might be required to do forced labour. That point
was an importent one which should be included in the Covenant. On
the other hand, the argument advan.ed by the Philippine reprecentative
against the United Kingdom text aleo had weight. The United Kingdom draft
might in fact be insufficlently preciee.

He therefore suggested that parngraph 2 might be re-drafted along the
general lines followed by the United Kingdom In ite proposal for article 9
(A/CN.4/158). The now text might specifically stute the grounds on which
forced labcur could be imposed on & prisoncr -- particulerly conviction by
a competent court of a crime or of having refused to support himeelf or
the persone for whom he was responsiblc -- and then mention the legal
procedurcs or organs by which such labour could be impo-ed.

Mr. LEBFAU (Belgium), referring to the question of conscientious
obJcctore, strecsed the importance he attached to that matter. He ‘regre:tted
that his country, which considered a conecicntious objector o be guilty
of a serious violation of the law, followcd a leco liberal policy in that
regard than the United Kingdom.,

The Commission's major conccrn chould be to «<rnsure lewal re.ognition
of the position of the conscicntious objcetor and of hic right to fulfil
hig duty to his country in some way other thun by milltury service,
without fear of punishment. The refcrence to conrcicntiour odbJectors
in the United Kingdom draft was quitc sufficion* to ot forth that
fundamental right; dctails csuch as thc pay thce coneccientious objector
ghould rcceive were of secondary importance and were not necessarily
appropriatc for inclucion in the covenant. He therz ore supportcd the
United Kingdom text.

/Mrs, MERTA (India)
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Mre. MERTA (India) suggested that in view of the fact that

the texte cubm:tted by the Drafting Committee, thp United States and tho
Unitcd Kingdom were not basicelly very different, e small commitbeo
might be appointed to prepare a generally satisfactory dreft.

She hoped that such o cormitéce would take into consideration the
Indian emendument (E/CN.4/20 and E/CN.4/208) which wes deceigned to maic
o distinction between politicel offcnders and those guilty of common
crimee.

Mr. MALIX (Lecbanon) styessed that the bacic difference Petweon

the United States and the Uni*ed Kingdom drafts was that tho latter did
not make clear the right of a court of law to imposc forced labou;;.
Peragraph 2 (o) of that text provided that such lubour might bl rcquircd
of a person "undsrgoing detention imposed by the luwful ordsr of a court";
but in that cege, thc prison authoritice rether thnn the court might
impose the penalty of forced labowr. Those authoritice should not be
free to imposc such & penalty on prizoners unlese a sentencc to that cffect
had been passed by a competent court.

Ref rring again to ¥he gueetion of conedcntioue obJcctors, Mr.
Malik did not agrcc with the Unitcd Kingdon and’Bc.lgio.n réprecentotives.
In some countrice the principle of conscicntious objection wne cccopted,
but the 1ifs of the conscientious obJector wne made impeceibly difficult.
If the principle was accepted, then the conecientious objector muet be
aszurcd, et thc very lcast, of receiving the pa; of a soldicr of the
lowcet rank. The Unitod Kingdom text mentioncd thet, in the casc of
conecientious objectors, serviics might be'"cxacted in virtue of laws
requiring compuleory national servicc"; but thorc wee no assurance that
the lawe in t. ot rcepcct would be Juct and reaccnable. The toxt
proposcd by the Dra. ting Committes was not designed to requirc nctions
t5 accept the principle of conscientious objection, but rather t~ protect
conscientioue objecctors in thosc countrice where the principle wae
supposcdly recognized.

Mr. Melik wolcomed the statement of the Unit:d Kingdom rcpreeontative
that shc would not vote againgt the provieion concorning conecientious
osbjectors in the Drafting Committce's text. .

Mr. SOERENSEN (Dcrmark) thought thc Drofting Committce's toxt
did not make it plain that forced labour itecli must bc imposed only es
ths result of a2 conviction by a campetont court. He t'orefore supported

/the Indian representative's



E/CN uésn ok

§ the Indian »cpreecntative's proposal traot a small committce chould be
! appointcd to pruparc a new draft of article 8,

With regard to conrcicntious obJoctorg, he felt that the queetion of
pay was only one of many points on which thcy should dc protccted; for
example, therc was the matter of hours of work or length of sorvicc. Sinco
tho problem was such a complicated one the covonant should not strces only
one aepc,ét of it. For that rcason he supportcd the Unitcd Kingdom toxt.

Mr. JOCKEL ("ustralia) fully approciatcd the pocition of thc
Lebancse reprececntative in rogard to conscientious objectors and® would
support any suitable text that would cneure dccont troatment of coneciene
tious odbjectors.
Hc askcd the Unitcd Kingdom rcpr:scntetive whcthor sub-paragreph 3(c)
of the Unitcd Kingdom draft covored other forts of compulcory national
service than tho casc of conecicntious o‘chctbrs.

Mise BOWIE (Unitcd Kingdom) replied in the affirmative.

Thc CHATIRMAN, epeoking as the Unitcd Statcs reprecentative, bricfly
explaincd her cmendment. Percgr.ph 2 of that amendrmicnt epoke of "involuntary
gervitud:" mther than simply "gcrvitude", in order to makc 1t quitc clear
that compulsory scrvitude was meont, rather then contrnctual obligntione
cntercd into volunterily. If, however, the Commiesion fclt that the word
"scrvitude" alone eufficcd to over thc firet con opt, che was preprrcd to
withdraw thc qualifying adjcctive.

In order to mect the Dunish represcntativets objoction and the point
rais:ld in the I-dian amendment, she amcnded the lattcr pert of puragraph ?
to rced: “cxcept pursunnt to scntelco as a conscquence of o conviction of
cormon crimc by a compctcnt court."

Parcgraph 2 of the United Steter ancndment virtually rcoroduced the
language used in the IIN Convention to dcfine forced or compulsory labour;
that paragraph helpod t> rak: clecar the mecaning of the article,.

Parvgraph 4 egct forth the cxccptione to the provieions of poragroph 2
morc bricfly end in more gniral terms thon di1d the originel text; =he would,
howcver, be procparcd to accept the United Kinedom proposel ior that para-
gravth if the Commission cxpre sscd preforence for it.

Shc had becn greatly inpressed by the rerarke of the Lebancsce repre-
eentative on the subjcect of conscicntiour ~bJuctors, rnd could not but agree
thet thc provision in the original toext which guarevtccd to them o ninimmnm
living woge was of thc utnost inportancc. If the rights of conecicntiore
objcctors wirce to be rcepcctc:d, a living wnge had to be assurcd firet of all;
othcr aspcets of the problenm might dbe taken ~arc of by a procces of gradual
devoloprent in various countries.

/Shc wae thcercforc
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She wes thercfore ready to vote for sub-paregroph 3(a) of the original
- text - in preference to sub-pardgraph l(a) of her own amendment - end urged
the Commiseion to give serious coneideration to that provision,

Sub-paragraph 4(b) of the United States emendment did not differ
substantially from esub-paragraph 3(c) of the United Kingdom amendment.
Sub-paragreph 4(c) etated in eimpler and more géneral language the prov-
ision of parsgraph 3(c) of the originel text; it wae preferable to the
ILO proposel (E/CN.4/156), which urged thet communal services should be
abolished in the ehortest time possible. The covenant should&al with
immediate conditions end not look too fer into the future. Finally,
sub-paragraph 4(d) of the Unitcd States amcndment had been intréduced to
cover work normelly performed by children in their homes,

Mr. CASSIN (Frence) rcminded the Commission that during the dedatc
on the Declaration of Humen Rights it hed been agreed that "involuntary
servitude" wes properly translated into French by "eervitude" rather
than by "servitude involontaire".

He agrecd that paragraph 2 should meke it clear thet forced labour
could not be imposed on persons not previously convicted of a common
law crime, thue excluding both persons awaiting triasl end political
offendere. '

With respect to the next paragraph, the question arose whether the
Coumission should meke & reference to the iLO definition of forced or
compulsory labour or should provide its own. The inconvenience of an
independent dcfinition, cven i 1t vere besed on thet of the ILO,
vas that Governments partice to the ILO Convention would be asked to
subscribe to two texts which were not identicéi; moreover, the situation
would become ever morc confusing if the ILO Convention were revieed.

On the other hand, the text beforc the Commission inoluded a mention of
cc.'gcientious objectors, which the ILO definition 4id not do. It
would be necegsary to decide in principle what course to follow before
referring article 8 to a drafting committve, so that it might be in-
structed to deal elther with peragraph 2 alone, or with parasrapha

2 and 3.

Mr. Cassin further remerked thet work vhich the uncmployed might be
required to do in return for State ecssistance should surely not be con-
8idcred forced labour; he wondered whether that point was covered in
sub-peragraph 4(c) of the United States amendment. In the main, he

prefcrred that sub-paragreph to the text suggested by the ILO.  On the’
/ other hand,
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other hend, while he had no dfection in principle, he questioned the _
appropriateness of including sub.paregreph 4(d) of the United States
amerndment in en international convention.

He did not think it necessary to include in the erticle the prov-
1810n.vith respect to remmeration of conscientious objectors which
appgared in the original draft; it might meke an unfortunate impression
on a number of States vhich did not recognire the right of the individual
to refuse to fight for his country.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) agreed with the Indian rcpresentative that it
was essential to rake a distinection betwcen coumop ¢riminels and pol-
1tical offenders and to ensyre that the latter were in no circumstances
required to do forced laboyr. He strongly supported the re-wording of
the latter pert of paragraph 2 of the United States amendment which the
Chairman hed suggceted in her éapacity a® the United States represent. -
ative, both because 1t 1ncorp6rated the Indian amendment and because it
brought out clcarly the intention of the Drafting Committee, which had
been that forced labour could legally bé imposed only by a court
scntence, and not by'prisch suthorities on their own initiative.

In regard to the provision on conscientious objectors in the orig-

inal text, he was grateful to the United States representative for her
support, and to the United Kingdom represcntative for her willingness to
~ detain; he called the Denish representative's attention to the fact that
the existing provieion was the only one which the Drafting Committee

had been willing to adopt, end thet if it verc dcleted there would be
nothing left; finelly, he begged the French representative to re-
consider his position, in view of the fact thet the provision on pay
epplied only to thoee countries which recognized conscientious obJectors
and laid no obligation whatsoever on the countries vhich did not.

Mr, PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled that it
had been agreed to insert the word "servitude" in reregraph 2, That
hed been done in the United Kirgdom amendment. The Upited States amcnd-
ment, however, spoke of ”1nvolﬁn£ary“ servitude, which might be quite e
different matéer. He was anxious to aecertain Qhat interpretation
the sponsor of the amendment put upon that adjective. Was servitude
by persons’ who did not object to their condition because they were too
young or too uninformed to realize its full horror to be considered
voluntaryt

He cited, as possible examples, the case of negroes in African
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territories who wer: lured into aigning contracts for work in mines by
depositing their thumbprinte on pepers vhich they were unable to read,
vere given an asdvance which, because of their minimal weges, they could
never repey, and were made to live in compounds circled with barbed wire
and guarded by the police; the ocese of workers in the oil industry in

e South Americen republic, who were similarly kept under guard lest they
should leave their employment; and that of a mipor, also in South America,
vho was mede to work long hours and was crvelly occtun, but in whose cese
the locel police had claimed to have no Juriediciic:. People like thet
vere frequently resigned to their fate simply bec w: they were not awere
that conditions were different elseviore and tral t.cy were the victims
of social injustice. Yet, becauee comtrocts existel, the employers might
cleim that those were cases of volustary swrvitude,

Paragreph 3 of the United Stat:s amendment conteined a definition of
forced or compulsory labour. No such definition appearzd either in
the original text or in the United Kingdom amcndment, erd the USCR repres-
entative questioned the need for it. Should the Commisis’on decide,
however, thet it wes desirable to include a definition, h would be gled
 explain vhy, in his opinion, the one suggested by the Unit:d States wvas
entirely untenable. . ,

The CHAIRMAN, specaking as the United States representative remarked
that the USSR representetive had cited perfect examples of wirt he mcant
by "involuntary servitude" since they hed ell been cases of servat:de
induced and mainteined by force.

She proceeded to appoint & drefting committee on erticle 8 consisting
of the representatives of France, Guatemela, India, Lebenon, the
Philippines, the Union of Soviet Socielist Republics, the Unitcd Kingdon
and the United States of Ameriea. In the abeence of any obJection, she
stated that the committee would decel with the whole of article 8, with
tle exception of paragraph 1, which had already bemn edopted, and world
prepare either an egreed text or alternative texts on which the Comnission
could vnte.

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m.




