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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (ANNEXES I AND IT OF THE REPORT OF
THE FI¥FTH SESSION OF THE CCMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS, DOCUMENT E /1371) (continued)

Article 8 (E/CN.4 /365, E/oN,4/353/A4d4,10, E/CN,L4 /388, E/CN. u/391 E/on.k Mok,
E/CN.4/M08) (continuad)

1. Mr. WHITIAM (Australia) suggested that the word "service” should be
inserted after "recognized” in the English text of sub-paragraph (b) of
paragraph 4, ‘

2. ‘ Spealﬁng;‘ ag the m.presentati'\"o of the United States of Amsrica, the
CHATEMAN accepted thet smendmont , a8 did Miss BOVIE (United Kingdom)_,

3. ‘ The CHAiRMAN recalled that the revresentative of France héd requeated
that the vote on sub-paragrach (b) ghould be postponed to 13 April., She
therafbre pronosed that the vote on the article &s & whols should be postponed
until that date. | |

It was so debided.

Article 5 (E/CN.4/387, E/CN.4/393, E/CN.4/398) (continued)

k. Mr. CHANG (China).observed thet the Phlilippine proposal advocated the
deletion of the original toxt of the first paragraph, ~ There were, however,
several other asmendments affécting the téxt of that par'é.graph ‘Before the
Cmmnission, and it would hardly be possible to vote on its deletlon before
knowing just what was to be deleted.

5. ° Mr. SCHWEIB (Secretariat) said that the Secretary-Generel's memorandum
concerning the order in which the emendments should be voted on (E/CN.4/397)
had been drewn up on the basls of the provisions of the new rule 60 of the rules

of procedure, After oonsultation with the Iogal Department, 1t had been
/decided
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declded that each article would be regerded as & proposal in the sense in vhich
that word wag understood in rule 60. Consequently, a propoeal envisaging the
deletion of a part of the text of an article was an smendment and the Secretariat
had therefore regarded the Phil;,ppine provosal as the furthest removed from the
original tert.

6. Mr, KYROU (Greece) suggested that all the other amendments to
paragraph 1 should be put to the vote and the Phillippine proposal voted on last.

7. .. .  The CHAIRMAN ‘pointed out that the Secretariet proposel on the procedure
to be followed wvas not a "mling of the Chair" given by her, but that 1t @esmed
to be & loglcal interpretaiion of the rules of vrocedure., She would, hovever,
f'olldﬁthe opinion bf ‘éhe"'Coﬁmission.

8. Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) who supported the provosal made by the Greek
representative. Eomally proposed that a vote should be taken on the Philippine
proposal only aiter all the other amandments concerning paragraph l had been
voted on.

It was o declded by 6 votes to 5, with 2 abstentions.

9. Mr. MALTIK (Iebanon) said that his provosal should be considered as a

whole. If the Commission dscided to vote on it plecemeal, he would have no
obJections, But he pointed out that if certain paragraphs of his proposal were
not adopted, .he might be forced to vote against his own téxt. |

10, Mr, VAILN"UETA (Chile) preferred the original text of paragraph 1 to
that proposed by Iebanon (B/CN L /?98) In view of the outstanding importanCe of
prevaring a draft covenant 11kely to recelve the largest possible number of
aignatures 1t was obvious that the adJective "sacred" ‘should not be introduced

Into a legal text, That word had & metaphysical maaning that certain States
Members might very well not be in a position to accept. Moreover, the intro-
ductien of the words "from the moment of conceptlon"” gave riss to other legal
problemg which would consequently require prolonged consultatiun and campel the
Commission to mention a certain number of exceptions as, for examnle 1egal
abortion.
11, The Commission was trying to ensure that humen rights would be respected.
The rights of the unborn humen being were not universelly recognized. On the
other hand, it waa recognized everywhere that those rights began } physical birth,
/12,Miss BOWIE
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12, Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) vas not satisfied with thie original text.
She supported paragraph 2 of the Lebaness text which had the advantage of being
drafted in a posltive manner. She couL& not, however, egree with paeragraph 1

of that text which raised a great many legpl, medical and moral problems,

13. The CHATRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
Awerica, stated that she would also vote against peragraph 1 of the Lebaness
text. -

14, Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) agreed with the United Kingiom representative,

_While he respected ravagwuin 1 of the Lebenese text as a declaration of
religious feith, he Teli that such 8 formula should not be: included in & legal

docuwent.,

5. Mr. SORENSFN (Denmark) asked that the two eentencas of paragraph 1 of
the Lebanese ‘bzt ghould be voted on separately.

16. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the phrese "humen life is sacrsd" (first

part of paragraph 1 of the Lebanese text).
That part of the Lebanese text was rajected by 8 votes to 3, with 2 -

abstentions.

7. The CHAIRMAN consldered thet 1t was useless to put- to the vote the
remainder of paragraph 1 of “the Lebanese text. ‘ '

18. Mr, CHANG (Chipa) pointed out thet paragraph 2 of the Lebanese text
could very well be added to the original text of paregraph 1 Inetead of

replacing it.
19.  Mr. MALIK (Lebenon) said the Chinese proposel was perfectly scceptable

20. Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) noted that the first part of the French
amendment had been rejected simultaneously with peragraph 1 of the Lebenese
text. On the other hend, the second part of thet amendment was the seme as

peragrapha 2, 3 end 4 of the'qriginal text,
J2L.After
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2l, After a lengthy procedibal discuskich, Mr. CHANG (China) suggested
that the verious amaadments to par&gfaﬁh i of article 5 should be put to the
vote in the follcwiﬁg order:
‘Paragraph 2 of the Lebanese text (/fon.b4 /398), provisicnally
considered as an eddition to the original text of paragraph 1
The United States and Chilesn emendment
. The United Kingdom amendment
The Ind 1an amendwent
The original text of paregraph 1
It was 80 decided.
Parmgraph 2 of the Lebanese text was sdopted by 7 votes to 4, with 2

abgtentlions,

The United Stetes and Chilesn emendment was rejectsd by 6 votes to;iL\§L~'
2 abstentiona.

The United Kingdow amendment was rejected by 8 votes to 3, with 2
sbatentlone. \

The Indian ameﬁdment waa rejected by 5 votes to 2, with 6 abptentions.

The origingl text of yayegraph ) was rejected by 6 votes to 4, with 2

abagggt;ona.

22, . . The. CHAIRMAN felt that, in the circumstances, paragraph 2 of the
Lebaneee text which hed Just beem provisionally adopted as en eddition to the
original text of paragraph 1, became the sole text of paragraph 1l as & réesult of
the rejection of the original text of that paragraph.

23. She therefore suggested that the Comwission should vote on paragraph 2
of the Lebanese amendment as paragraph 1 of erticle 5.

2k, Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) esked that a vote should be taken by roll-cell,

25. Mr. SORENSEN (Deamerk) did not see the necessity for a new vote on the
text, It hed elready been declded that should paragraph 1 of the original text
be rejected, 1t would be replaced by paragraph 2 of the Lebanese amendment.

26. Mr, SCHWELB (Secretariet) reed rule 60 of the rules of procedurs
of the functiopal commissions accordiﬁg to which if several smendmenta
vere moved to @ proposal the Commission should first vote on the amendment
furthest removed im subatance from the original ahd th'en on the amendment

next furtheet vamoved therefrom, snd 80 om, until all emendments bad deen
/put
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put to.the vote. . Then a vdbe would be.taken on the proposal as a whole, as
amended. Therefore a vote should be taken on paragraph 2 of the Lebanese
amendment, ag paragraph 1 of article 5.

27. Mr. KYROU (Greece) agreed with the Secretariat's view, but pointed out
that 1t was customary to vote on the remaining part of the original text. He
had abstained from teking part -in the first vote on paragraph 2 of the Lebanese
amendment as an addition to paragraph 1 of the original text, but he would vote
‘in faveour of that amendment as a texb replacing the sald paragrarh.

A wote was taken by roll-call.

'In favour:t . Australla,.Chile, China, Denmerk, Egypt, France, Greebe,
India, Lebanon, United Kingdom of Great Britailn and
Northern Ireland, Yugoslavia,
. Abstaining: United States of America, Uruguay.
Parograph 2 of the Lebanese amendment waes adopted as a substitute text for

paragrayh 1 of articles 5, by 1l vomes to none, with 2 abstentions.

28. The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to vote on paragraph 2 of the
original text. ©Paragraph 3 of the Lebanese proposal was an amendment to that
text.

29. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) asked whether the Lebanese representative would be
willing to delete the words "independent and compefent” at the.end of his text.
While it was in ordér for those words to appear in the text of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, they should not be included in the covenant.

30. . Mr. WHITIAM (Australia) supported the proposal made by the Egyptian.

representatlve.

31. Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) wished to add the words "by the State"
after the word “effscted”.

32. Mrs. MEHTA (India) recalled that +the proposal had .already been the -
object of several amendments put forward by Egypt, the Philippilnes, Lebanon -
and the United States Qf America, |

o /33. Mr. ORIBE
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33. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) asked the Lebanese representative vhether he would
be prepared to add the words ”for the most serious crimes" after the words
"and then" in the second line of paragraph 3 of hia text.

3&. Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) pointed out that there vere. already three amendnents
to his text: those of the United Kingdom, Egypt and Uruguay. He accepted the
United Kinpdom amendnent. He could not accept the Egvptian amendment to delete
the words "1ndfpendenu and eompetent" Dreft article 13 already stipulated that
"every one is eduitleé to a...hee 1ng, by an independent and 1mpartial tribunal"
and in the paet‘the Comndeeion na insisted that those‘worde shopld be included
in the draft covenant, Eence theve was no reason to delete them froﬁ artiole Se
The princlple of the U"uguayan emehdment seemed acceptable to him but hé would

'prefer to see the proposed ‘words introduced elsewhere, for example, at the end
of the paragraph.

35, - -Miss EOWIE}(United’Kingdem) eculd'not‘aocept-tﬁe'ﬁrﬂgueyan emendment .
The concept of most serious crimes differed from 6hé colmtry to another and 1t
would reguire & clear definition.

36. ‘Mre. MEHTA (India) said thet s the amended text of the Lebanese draft
was acceptable to her, she withdrew her own amendment. Shte purtly acceptzd

the Egyptian amendment (T/CN E?j%h? whioh,/to the end of paragraph ?. Tho part
she aQCepued W&G.L'"thc d(vth nunaltv ‘ nay not be impoeed on
offenders under 17 years of age."

37. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) understood the United Kingdom representative's
position but polnted out that the formuls criticized appeared in the original
draft vhich was the basis of the eurrent dlecussion end that 1t had been the
subject of a long debate., The retention of that provision would permit the
Uruguayan delegation to vote in favour of the text,

- 38. Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) sald that if paragraph 3 of the Lebanese
amendment were to be substituted for paregraph 2 of the original text of
article 5, hisg delegation would vote against 1t,

/39. Mr. RAMADAN
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39. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) asked. the representative of Lebanon whether he would
agree to delete the word “indeéendent‘ at the end of parsgraph. 3 of his amendment
while msintaining the word "competent".

L0, Mr. MALIK (lebanon) recelled once more that the same word wes to be
found in the text of draft article 13, which the Commission had accepted. In
the circumstances, there was no reason to delete it from article 5. All possible
preceutions shouid be teken sgainst arbitrary action.

L1, Mr. RAMADAN (Fzypt) saw no obJections to maintaining the word "indepen-
dent" but he wouid theu like to kicw who would decide on the independent nature
of the court and under what conditions the court should be set up.

L2, Mr. VHITLAM (Australia) fully endorsed the Egyptian representative's - |
observation. How should an independent court be set up? By whom should its
members be paild? Of course, Mr., Whitlam fully approved the intentions.of the .
Lebanese representative, but he thought that 1t would be difficult to assess the
independence of a court. Moreover, why would the Commission qualifyy the court
onlv in certain erticles of the covenant? ' If it wae intended to qualify the
court, that shoiild be done whenever the court was mentioned.

L3, The CHATRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
America, supported the Egyptian proposal to delete the adjectives qualifying the
tridbunal, which elready appeered in article 13.

hh, Mr. CHANG (China) thought that the word "competent" would suffice for
competent tribunal meant independent tribunal. Moreover, "intentional” was the
key word of the paragraph. It was closely related to the iInterpretation of the
exceptions listed in paragraph 4 of the Lebanese amendment.  Therefore, Mr. Chang
esked tlwii a separate vote should be taken on thet word. '

45,  Mr. MALTK (Lebenon) explained that he understood the word "independent” -
%0 mean'politically independent’ and pointed out that the representative of
Auvstralia had voted the previous jear in favour of the introduction of that word
in article 13. He would, however, agree to delete the word in article 5, provided
thet the representatives of Australia and Egypt did not oppose its retention in

article 13 when that article was discussed.
/i€, The CHAIRMAN,
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TN The CHATRMAN, speaking &# the representetive'of the United States of -
America, put- forwerd he¥ delegation's amendment (E/CN}%7§93) to ‘incorporate

in peregraph 2 the essential elements of paragraph 3 of the original text

end to combine those two paregraphs in a single peragraph. The words "the

most seriois crimed” wad particuiarly Importart- becsuse 1t wes necessary to
restriet the application of the death penalty to those crimes only. Therefore,
Mrs. Roogevelt suppoited the Uruguayan propossl., With regard to the word
"independent” she wae not oppeded to 1ts intrdduction in article 5, but; by
gseparating the qualifying edjectives used In article 13, they were made to lose
soms of their £o:¢e, It Beemsd that 1t would be sufficient to use the sdJjective

"compstent!in artidie 5,

4. Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) accepted that suggestion on condition that the
ad Jective: Mrdepehdent™ ‘was maintained in’ article 13.

48, 7 "Mr¢ CHANG (China) askeéed whether the United States amendment applied to -
paragraph 2 or: paragraph 3 6f article 5.

49, -+ The. CHATRMAN, . speaking as the representetive of the Unlted States of
America, replied that the améndment in question wes intended to combine those two
paregraphs and, in fact, to teke the place of paregraph 3.

50, " Mp. GARCIA: (Philippines) said he. favoured the suppression:of the word'
"independent"”, as in some countries.the’ Judiciary was independent of the govern- -
mental authorities, although the Judges of the courts were paid by the State,

51, * . .MP; VALENZUEIA (Chile) preferred the original text of paragreph 2, ‘but
would accept ‘the text proposed by the United States, - He wished, however, to-
meke: his contribution to the discussion on qualifying adjectives to be applied to -
the court. Those adjectives . seemed to him to be superfluous both in article 5
and in erticle 13, The aim of the Commission was to perfect the legal instrument
which the covenant-was destimed to:become, It was, therefore, natural thet the.
Commission should not stick blindly to its -previous decisione, Moreover, the
question wes a metter of substance, A distinction must be made betwsen the

:-/philosophical
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philogophical and the legal outlook. The Cormission wae prepdring a legal instrue
ment and should therefore conelder the matter from a legal angle. The idea of
the independence of the judiciary was already clearly defined and 1t was not &
legal document which would compel States to set up ‘impartial end independent
courts., . :

52, With regaerd to the United Kingdiom proposal to' add the wordes "by the
State" after the words "intentionsl deprivetion™ in peragraph 2 of the Lebanese
amendnent, Mr. Valenrrsla polntern out that, if thet phrase were accepted, the
cbncept of the indev=iience of a gourt might be interpreted solely 1n texrms of
the &tate. WMo dount.. what the Liited Klpngdom representative wanted was that the
State should be able %o invoke sovme exceptions permitting 1t to impose the death

penalty.

53. The Chilean delegation supported the United States emendment
(B/cw.b4/393). |

54 . With regerd to the qualifying adjectives to be applled to the court,

Mr. Valenzuele wes, as he had sald before, in favour of suppressing them in
article 5 and maintaining them in erticle 13.

55. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt), referring to article 13; pointed out that the law
should be, by its very neture, Just and impertial, and that, consequently, that
principle mede the qualifying adjectives included 1n the Lebanese amendment

unnecessary.

56 . Mr, WHITLAM (Austrelia) felt that if the word "court" were qualifled
in some articles and not in others, confusion might arise. He asked whether
Mr. Malikx would agree to omit the qualifying words "competent” and "independent”
in article 5, aubJéct to reconsideration of the question in connexion with the

discussion of article 13.

o1 Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) was prepared to meke that concession, provided
thet the words "independent" and "impertial" were retained in article 13. He
hoped that when that article was discussed the fepresentative.of Australia would
not request the deletion of those qualifying words.

/58, Mr. JEVREMOVIC'
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58; Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) pointed out that in coneidering the proposed
emendments to neragreph 3 of article 5, the Commission must not’ forget ‘that the
original text contained a very important reference to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rightas. In point of fect, that text etipuleted that the courts were em-
powered to impose a death eentence only in aecordance with laws 'not contrery to
the principlee exnreeeed in the Univereal Declaration of Human Rights". Thus a
further guarantee wae given thet no one would be condemned to death by reason of.
his democxatic beliefa,

59. _The ancadinen’.a put forward by the United States and Lebanese delegations
did not mentior ihe er comaal Doe‘n*ation of Human Rights. Therefore,

Mr.. Jevremovic 4uuld L% suyport tnone amendments, but would vote in favour of

the original text, which éontained the etrongest guarantees.

60, Mr., LEROY-BEAULIEU (France) egreed with Mr. Jevremovic that 1t was essen-
tial that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights should be mentioned in the
text; »
61. " The rerresentative of the United Kingdom hed drawn the Comission's-
attention to the difficulties which wonldvfeeult from the insertion, in pera-
graph 2, of the phraee "the most serious crimee « In omitting any mention of the
Uhi"ereal Decladation, the Commieeion would Open the door to the most Arbitrary
interpretetion efvthat phrase. If, therefore, i1t was desired to combine-
paregraphe 2 and 3 of article 5, some reference to the Decleration mist be re=-
introduced into the text. |
62. .. Reverting to the propbeed French amendment to paragreph 1, the first
part of which had been reJected (E/CN h/;65, pege 2#), Mr. Leroy-Beaulieu stated
that the second part of that text could be inserted between paragrephe 1 end 2.
He theught, in fact, that the exceptione lieted therein were of & mcre general
nature than thoeelnropoeed by certain other representatives. = Furthermére, the
French text referred to the enforcement measures euthorized by‘the Charter,whereae
the Lebanese end United States emendmente entirely ignored that importent point.
63. Finally, the French amendment, which spoke only of "Belf defence" »
avoided mention of certaln defence measures, provided for in the Lebanese text,
the mere mention of which might be disegreeeble to countriee which hed suffered
from occupation, In point of fect, the exceptione listed by Mr. Malik left the
way open to frequent abuses of all kinds under totalitarian regimes.

: /6%, In conclusion
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6k H'”‘ In conélusion, the representative of France requested the Commission,
first, to reconsider the second'part of his delegatlon!s proposed amendment to
paragravh 1, and secondly, to retain the words empp¢ygnglg reference to the

Unlversal Declaration of Human Rights, or to prepare a new text contailning such

a reference.

65. In reply to a question by the CHAIRMAN, Mr. GARCIA (Philippines) with-
drew the amendrment which he had submitted Jointly with the representative of
Indid.” .

66. The CBATRMAN put to the vote the quest@dﬁ‘whether or not paragraphs 2
and 3 of article 5 should be:combined, V&rious‘aﬁgndments to paragraph 3 had
been submitted, apd it was difficult to take a décision in that connexion until
the question of principle had. fliist been settled.

It wae decided, by 9 votes to 1, with 2 abstentionaJ to combine parapraphs 2

“aid 3 of article 5 in one. paragreph.

67. Expleining his vote, My. JEVREMOVIC "(fﬂgcssiavia) stated that he was not
opposed in principle to(the Tuslom of the two parapraphs. He had, however, voter
against the proposel becausg. Yhe texts submitted by the United States and -Lebanes
- delegations did not mention. the Uhiversal Declaration of Human Rights.

68. The CHATRMAN 6péhéd'the discussion on‘tﬁe‘Egyptian expndmont. proposing
the insertion in paragraph 5 of the following clause: . "Offenders under the age

of 17 years shall not be sentenced to death or to imprisonment with hard labour

Ffor life."

69. Mr, BAMADAN (Egypt) ‘explained that his amendment was based upon the
importance of returning children under the .age of 17 years to a useful lifé in
society, rather thaen punishing them, since such children could still be cbfrected
"and re-educated. "Inuﬁiépéring his text, Mr, Ramaden-had teken into consideratior
certein legislative systéma which took eccount of.that aspect of the prob;em.

70. Mr. VALENZUEIA (Chile) was prepared to support the Egyptian proposal
provided thet Mr. Remadan agreed to replace the words‘ undey the’ age of 1T years'
by the phrase "who have not reached their mejority". In that wey the text could
be adapted to the 'leglslative systems of the different States, slnce the age of

me Jority varled from one count to another,
Jority i /71. Mr, RAMADAN
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7. Mr, RAMADAN (Egypt) could i3t 4édeépt thet amendment; there wab no
uniform c¢riterion for determining the age of maJOrity and his proposal would
therefore become meaningless,

T2 Mr. ORDONNEAU (France) agreed with the representative of Egypt.

He pointed out thet in France, for exemple, the age of maJjority was 21,
whereas the death penalty could be 1mposed on persons over 18 years of age.
73, The Egyptian proposal attempted to fix the age limit under which
sentence of death could not be pronounced, If any State wished to fix .a
higher limit it was fully entitled to do so, The main concern was that

it éhould not fix the 1limit below a certaiﬁ age, He was therefore ready to
support the Egyptian proposal to fix the limit at 17 years.

Th. Mr, KYROU (Greece) edmitted the validity of the arguments put
forward by the fepresentatives‘df Ffahcé;and Egypt, but pointed out thet the
age limit for criminel responsibility veried from one legal system to another.
It would therefore be difficult for e nnmber of States to accept the age

limit suggested by Mr. Ramadan.

TS5 « Kyrou drew the Egyptian representative 8 attention ‘to the phrase
"the most serious crimes"; he felt that it covered Bubjective a8 well ss
obJective criteria. In passing sentence on a minor, any court would obviously
‘take the offender's age into account as an attentuating circumstance.
76. ‘He asked Mr, Ramsdan whether he would not agree to withdraw his
amendment in the light- of that explanation.

T7. Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) replied that the main purpose of his amendment
wag to ensure thé readaptation and rehabilitation of Juvenile offenders.
He wes consequently unable to withdrew it,

8. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States,
said that she would vote against the Egyptian emendment, -She could not
accept the formule proposed by Mr. Velensuelo either, as the expression "who
have not reached their majority" was too vague .

/79. Mr. ORIBE
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77, ‘Mr., ORIBE (Uruguay) pointed out that the death penalty did not exist
in higs country and that so far as he was concerned the problem did not therefore
arlse," »Nevertheless, he would support the Egyptian_representative's proposal,
for he: considered it essential to restrict the cases in which the death penalty
eould be gppiied and also to ensure that juvenile offenders should have every
opportunity cf re-education; the legislation in Uruguay made very full

'”pfbVisionvfor such opportunities.

80, Mr. CARCIA (Philippines) supported the Egyptian proposal but wondered
whether, in order to be sentenced, the offender must have sttained the
age of . 17 'years at the time the crime was committed or at the time he appeared

.before the court,

8L. ~ Mr. RAMADAN: (Egypt) voplied that it was obviously the offender's age
at the time he committed the crime that waeg iwportant, as several years might’
‘glapse between the comission of the crime and the prosecution of the criminal.

82, " ‘Mr, CHANG (China) reminded the Committee that .it was working on a-
draft covenant capable:of being accepted by all States:end not on detailed
conventions bearing on the various nmatters covered by each article,

83. He admitted that there was some foundation for the Lgyptian representa-
tive's arguments and thought that he was gquite right from the humane point of
view, Nevertheless it would be somevhat inadvisable to overloamd the articles
of the draft covenant with details which might meke the document ag a whole
rather unbalanced.

+ 8%, - The covenant should constitute & logical whole and only when it hed
been approved by Governments would the Commission be in a position to draw up a
certain number of detailed conventions and to request the Secretariat to provide
it with reports on the various: legal- systems.

8s. Mr, Chang recelled that that was the reason why he had voted against
the detailed provisions which it had been sought to introduce into article 8 and
stated thet he would do the same for article 5.

86. The CHAIRMAN agreed with the representative of China,

/87.Mr, ‘MALIK
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87, Mr, MALIR (Lebanon) stated that if Mr, Rarmndan's proposal was put to
the vote he would abstain, .

88. He thought that, in the form in which 1t had been adopted at the

beginning of the meeting, article 5, paragraph 1, took sufficient account of
the concept which the representative of Egypt was attempting to introduce into
that articls, He hoped that all the signatory States would respect the
chbligation which they assumed under that paragraph and that, in their respective
legal systems, they would also take into account the particular rights of
children.

89. In these circumstences, the Commlssion might perhaps refrain from
introducing into the draft covenant the provisions suggested by the representa-
tive of Egypt, and Mr, Malik asked his Egyptian colleague to withdraw his text.

90. Mr, RAMADAN (Egypt) thanked those representatives who had supported

his proposal, -

9l. He did not think that paragraph 1, in the form adopted at the beginning
of the meeting, really took into account the concept which he had wished to
introduce into the text of article 5., Nevertheless, he was ready to withdraw
his proposal if that would facilitate the adoption of article 5, on condition
that the discussion with regard to hils amendment was fully reported in the
summary record.

92.. In conclusion, the representative of Egypt briefly explained the two
other emendments contained in document E/CN.4/384.

93. The CHAIRMAN asked the members of the Commission to arrange for an
unofficial exchange of views before the next meeting so as to reach agreement on

those paragrephs of article 5 which had not yet been adopted,

The meeting rose at 5,30 p.m.

17./% p.m.





