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nmm INTFRI\IATIOI\TAI. Covm\rANT om HUMAN RIGHTS (Amms T & IT OF THE REPORT OF

THE FIFTH SESSION OF THE COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS, DOCUMENT E/1371) (continued)

Article 13 (E/CN h/353/Aaa 10, E/CN. h/365, E/CN, 1+/358 E/CN b/428/Revil,
E/CN h/h26 E/CI\T 1&/1+28) (continued)

Paragraph 2 (b)

1. .+ Miss BOWIE (United Kinfrdom) submitted tha United Kingdom amendment to

paragraph.2 (b);. she coneidered that the impression should not be given that
legal assistance should always be free; the defendant should payfdz‘- iegél- |
assidtance 1f. heshad the msans to do so. -

2. She thought the worde "if legal assistance 1s uno‘btainable by him"

in the Unlted States amendment unnecessary, unless there was some implication -

not obvious. in.the words, -

3. The CHAIRMAN, apeaking as Unlted States representative, seld that her |
delegaetion confined itself in its amendment to adding certain fundemental

guarantees to the Commission's text, .

b, Mr, IEROY-BEAULIF‘U (Frence) thought. it wmecessary to amend the
original French text, as the United K‘lngdom obJections did not apply to it

He saw no reason for depriving the accused of any of his _r‘i_g'}}i;s. the only
question was .that of deciding whether the accused sﬁould be informed of. hj,,s"
righte. ' . ' | |

S5« . .“Miss BOWIE (United Kingd.om) considered that the words " ’11 ne peut
en user" vere not sufficiently precise; .the same was true of the expression

"1f wnobtainable by him" in the En_glish text,

6. » KYROU (Greece) noted that the only diffemnce between the ‘
United Kingdom and United States amendments was in the 'provision that the
accused should be informed of his right to be defended., If the Unlted States
representative d1d not press the point, the texts of the two amendments cog_),.rl

be merged Into one,

/7. The CHATRMAN,

e
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7: - The CEAIRMAN, spoaking as thited Statos rcproacnta'bivo thought that
- %hat right mus'h appeas in tho covcnant. ‘
8, - Inyoply to & question fror tho tebancsc roprumn'tativo ,.8ho sadd -

that the tribunal itsolf would assign lcgal assistancc to 'bho accusod whon tho
. in'bcros‘bs of justico so requircd.

9. Mr. MALIK (Lobanon) fearcd theh that proccduro might, in cortain cascs,
“prové projudicial to tho intorosts of the.accused. Ho also proposod that tho

toxts of tho United Kingdom end United Stetcs amondmonts should bo combinod.

10. Mr. MENDEZ (Philippince) objocted to the dolotion of the ‘provision
undor which thdaéouaod must be informed of him rights. - -

11 Mice BOWIE (Unitod Kingdom) was inclined to accept the Lebenose

proposal. She would profor the voad ®informod” to bo rcplaced by another “:‘;‘
12, Mr. WAITIAM (Australia) obsc¥ved that in Austrelis, logal dofones

wasg assigncd to tho accuscd cither by the tribunal or by the A‘otomoy-Gonoral
on tho rocomcndatien of the tribunal,

13. ManMJﬂCN (D¢nxuark) rcmark;:d' thet according to the Lobanesc

~ represontative, tho accused must havo tho right to chooso his 4gfexcs and tho
Government would pay the lawyor's fees 1f tho accusod hiunsclf vas unable to do

- 80. Ho foaxrcd that in practico that systom might crcatc dlfficultics as the
genoral tondoney would bo to choose the samo” lawyors; ho thorcforc thought

that that prorogativo should bo loft t6 tho tribunal. L

1k, ~ Mr. MALIK (Lobanon) wondoved whothor the United Kingdom text would
cover t.ho casc of an mccuscd person who posscesod tho means to pay tho lawyor's

fcoa hut. cculd not find 2 'lawyor.

15. ' Mise BOWIE (United Kirgdom) edid that in the Unitod Kingdom, all
Beouscd porsons, no mattor how unpopular thoir cewe, could alweys fimd a Iawyer

f | 40 d,cfend them because that was the etlquetts of the English bar.
, /16. Tho CHAIRMAN




E/CI\I h/sn 157
aga

;.
\,

16, ' - The CHAIFMAN, speeking ed réprdsentetive of the United _States s recogs
nized that such a case wae nevertheless pogsible. 8Bhe thought that -the‘rLebgnesé
reyresentative was in order in urging that such cases. should be provided fdri

17. Mr., MALIK {Lebancn) suggested that the United Kingdom and United
States drefts should be combined in such a Wway as to cover the case of an mccused

who vas unabtle to use hig right to be defended.

18, - Mr. LEROY~BEAULINGY (France) proposed reverting to the originel

French text and edding et the end the worde "when the interests of Justice eo
require".
19. . Mr, KYROU (Greece) suggested thet the United States text should be

amended to reed: "informed of this right and to profit by it when the interests
of justice so require and withc»ut Wmen‘t 1f he has no megns of paying for his

defence".
2n, Mr. STEYAERT (Belgium) supported the French proposal.

el. © Mr. WHITZAM (Australia) suggested thet the United States text .should

be emended to reed "... to0 be informed of this right and t0 have legel assistance

sssigned when the interssts ..." The words "the interests of Justice" covered
' both the case of an accused who was unable to find legal assistance end that

of an accuged person who hed no means of paying for such assistance,

22, - Mise BOWIE (United Kingdom)} supported the Greek representative'’s
suggestion, . ' o o S .
23, . M¢. LEROY-BEAULIEU (France) proposed the following text:
"o - defend himself in person.or through legel assistence which ghall

include the right bo legal assistance of his own choosing, or, if he does

not have such, to be informed of hie right and, if unobtainable by him, :
to have legal assistance asslgned where the interests of justice so require.

The pxpreoslicn "if wnobtainable by him#  ccvered both eases in whidh

legel assistance was assigned free of charge and caseg in which no one was able

to defend the accused, It wes a very broaed formula which would be to the

jnterest of the sccused because it govered ell possible cgses. Any attempt to
Mr. MALIK

meke it more specific would narrow down its score. /21,_ __ - %
3 - N ©TL e L L
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24, - . Mr. MALIK (Lebanon).said an accused might f£ind it impossible to obtain
legel-assistance either. through.lack .of funds ‘or because he could not find a
lawyer prepered to defend him.- .‘In':-the first case, one should not gpeek of

"aseigning" legel assistence., The two ideas were confused in the French
representative's text, which he could not support,

25, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as representative of the United States of .
Americe, expresesed similar doubts regesrding the French amendment,

26, . Mr. SORENSON (Denmark) cbserved that, in practice, an accused who
did not have the means to pay for his defence did not have the same freedam
of cholce as one who could pay substantisl fees to & well-known counsel., He
himgelf preferred the text submitted by the Australien representative.

27. Mr. MALIX (Lebanon) noted that the problem was of capital importance.
An accused should not be deprived of the right of choosing his own legel
essistance because he was poor. It wes esseptdal to prevent any discriminafoioh ‘
based on wealth. o | ! | . '
28, Sypeaking as representetive of the United States, the CHAIRMAN
indicated that, in the United States, an accused had the right to refuse the

. counsel assligned to him end to ask for ancther.

29,° ' Mr. SORENSON (Denmerk) said thet in Denmark, the Minister of Justice
 had appointed a certain number of lawyers who took cases as they arose, '
Obviously texpayers would not agree that the sometimes excessive fees asked by
certein well-known counsel should be paid out of public funds, The system .
edvocated by the Le'bénese representative could not work in practice,.

30. Mr, MENDEZ (Philippines) thought the tribunal must be allowed e cortain

amount of discretion; - it was, after all, essentlelly concerned with the
interests of Justice. : .

/31, Miss BOWIE
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31. - ° Miss BGWIE (United Kingdom) agreed with the Denlsh representative and
proposed the following téxty : -
"y ..and to be provided with Jegal agsistance, in any case where the
Interests of justice so require, and without payment by him in any such
-cagsd Wher® he does ndt have sufficient means to pay for ft,"

32, ¢ o Mr. WHITIAM (Auctralia) agreed with the répresentativ@ of Denmark,

The Iebanese representatlve had sterted from a hypothesis which did not exactly
correspond to the facts, The standards of the legel profession were very high
‘and’ 1% wae not considsred dishbnpurable to defend snyone.  Consequently, no.
apprehension nead ‘te f8lt sbout the word "assigned".

33. " He “oonsidered the last text pronosed Ly the Unfted Kingdom roprogentative
satigfactory and would support it,

34, - Mr. MENIEZ (Philippines) prefetred "edsigned" to ""provide'd." . He asked
- what authorlity would provide tie sovnsed wilh lugn) ossiletance, ‘ '
32 Speaking as repressntatlve of i United Stabes, the CHATRMAN accepted

the last text propesed vy the’ Unitsd Kingdem, tut did not think the modification
proposed by the Thilippine represeutative wonuld in any way alter i1ts substence.

36, Mr. MALIK (Iebanon) asked what would happen in & cass where the eccused
did not have sufficlent funds to pay for legal gasistance and d.id not like the
lsgal assistance assigned to him by the court.

37. Speaking &g rowrosentative of the United States, the CHATRMAN said that
in the United States the accused could alweys refuse the legal assistance assigned
to him by the court and -othor legal aegi stnnce will be aasignod. if availa'ble ;
the foes, 1f any, Vere u:sua.z.ly controlled by the Courb., - ° x : ‘

38. Mr, IEROY-BEAULIEU (France) anrl Mr. M"NDEZ (Philipnines) a4 that was
vlso the ¢ass in their reSPective countries, . o » ‘

/ 39+ Mr, SORENSON
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395 - Mr, SORENSON (Denmark) said that wes alse the practice in his goumtry,
Moreover, 1f the aceéused was not satisfied with the way in which his defence :
was conduetsd, he could always ask for a replacement in tha course of the trial,

Lo, Mr, RAMADAN (Egypt) said that in his country the president.of the court
drew up & list of counsel for the defence frcm which tho counsel for the case
was selected by the court, If the latter refused for a reason which wes not

‘valld, he might be eublected to' disciplinary actlon,

hi,- 'Mr. CHANG (China) accepted the last text proposed By the Unlted Kingdom
reprosentative. He suggested the Commisslon should proceed.-to a vote and .

.-should request the Secretariat to give its opinion on the text before the

sscond reading,

ko, : Bpeeking as representativa of the United States of America, ’ohe‘

CHATRMAN -withdrew the United States smendment in favour of the last. text proposed
'by the United Kingdom reprssentativa,

R e

origingl draftlng; however, the new text presented no difference of substance
and could therefore heve the support of the French delegation.v

bl The CHATRMAN put to the vote the United Kingdom emendment to paragraph 2,
sub-paragraph (b) (E/cw,5/428).
That amendment was vmanimously adopted,

45, Mr, MALIK {Iebenon) ewplained that he had not opposed the adoptlon of

_the Unlted Kingdom amendment although he retained doubts concorning the

expression "to have legal assistance assigned %o him", He understood however
the practical difficulties which would be creatsd by dap;-iving courts of the
power of appointing legel assistence for an accused without means. The protvision
under consideration was an examplo of a case In which 1t seemed Iimpossible to
grarantee completely the protection of human righte; that was why he had deferred

%o the reassons advanced by the supporters of the United Kingdom amendment,

/1+6 The cmmm
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4, The CEATRMAN put %o the vote persgraph 2, sub-paragraph {b) as
amended., '
' Peragrarh 2, syb-pavaegeaph (b}, was adopbed unanimously,

Sub-paragraph {c)

L7, The CHAYRMAN, speaking as representative of the United States of
Americn, explained thet her délegation hed proposed the addition of the words
"who ard within the Jurisdiction end subJeot to the process of the tribunal™
to the ‘ortginal text of paragraph 2, sub~paragravh (c), with a view to |
safegnarding the apecisl rightas and privileges enjoyed by certain categories -
of persoﬁs in foreign territories, for examyle , by the members of the diplomatic
corps eand by rerresentatives -accredlted to tho United Natious,

48. ‘Mz, SRIBE (Urugusy) seid he would abetain from voting on the United
States amendment Yecause he considered that diplomatic tmmunity wes one of the .

ost general" ¥y recognized rules of international law and did not requira
special men’si6n. '

49.  The CEARMAN put to the vote the United States emendment to sub= -
paragrevh (¢) of paresraph 2 (B/Cr.4/365, page 38).
The_amendmont was adoited by 6 votes ho 2, with I abstentions,

50. The CUATGMAN but to the vo%e sub-paresgraph {¢) of paragraph 2
as a whole, es emerded, - ‘ _
Sub~paracrepi {o) vas ad.op‘bed mn*mousl;h

51. Mr, WEITLAM (Australin) explained that he had voted egatnst the
addition proposed by the United States 'be«;ense he rogarded it 8as unnauessary. .
In deference to the majority view, he had however voted In favour of sub- . '

-paregraph (¢} ss a whole..

Sub nparagraph (4. )

52-. : The . GHA'.IRMAN put o the vote qub-paragraph { d) of paragraph 2 in N
1ts original form (E/1371) s no amendments having baen submitbed to that text co
‘Sub-paragreph (4) was sdopted unanimously.
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Add.iti,onel paramraph proposed by the French delegation for 1nsermon between
peragrephs |
53. s TL‘ERMmBEAULIEU {Ffaneej gsaid that his deleg_afion' hac_i propoged the
Anseriica of eo additionael peregraph between paragraphs 2 and 3 of article 13 for
the purpces of ensuring speciel protection fo juvenile offenders (E/CN..4/365,
rage LO}. '

"‘;"-’.’:, S
DY )

54, | Mr. MENDEZ (FPhilippines) poiﬁted. out _fha‘d article 13 stated the ri_ght
of every accuged person to a fair and public hearing, It did not seem to him
Becescary to list all the possible exceptions In the text of that artiole,
Gu&?ﬂmt»fs.ee Lor Juvenile offenders were not in faot the only case in polnt;
referonce 1ight for exemple be made to the legal axiom “non bis in idem”.

If 1% wers %o act thus , the _Cominission'inight styay far from its couwrse.

55. ' Mr, ORIBE f*r ugusy) guestioned the sowndness of the Philipptne
repregentabtive’s view, Ho ricalled that the Egyptlan deleogation had raiéed

the question of spesial mobection for .juveﬁii’e offenders in connexion with
article 5 on the pight to life. The Commission had then thought 1% inadvisable "
to adopt thek mmendment, In Me. Oridbs’s opinion the time was ripe for the
inclusion in ths covenant of a humsnitarien principle recosnized by the d.omestic_
legislation of tha majority of States., If the Philippi.ne representative

felt 4mpelled Yo suluii% an alternative 'propoe-al, the Uruguayan delegatian would
not hesitate "’uo gupport 1%, The French amendment, however, unguestionably met

& real need and the Urugueyen delegation would support it.

56, My, JEREMOVIC (Yugoslevia)was also in favour of the French emendment,
Generally spaaking, the covenant should not spesify all the categories of persons
to whom special guarantees should be accorded; their protection would be ensured
by agreements concluded &t a leter stage. The problem of Juvenila offenders was

, howéﬁer worthy of special attention a'nd 1t was right and proper that an article of
the draft covenant on humen rights relating to the safeguerds enJoyed by every
eccused persen, should stress the need of special treatment for Juvenile offenders.
The text proposed by the French delegation was not entirely satisfactiory inesmuch
as the guaz'antees involved were not clearly stated. The Yugoslav délega‘bion’,
however, considered tha’o 1t served to rou':\d off article 13 and would vote in its

favour. .
y 57, The CHAIRMAN,




E/CN.A/SR.15T
Page 11

7. The GHAIRMAN epeaking ae the representative of the United btatee of

. America se.id that her Governmsnt saw no objection in principle to the French-

proposal, which was in coni‘ormity with the legal practice of the United States.

The Social Commidgsion was, however, in process of drafting a charter of the |
ights of the child and a statemsnt of general principle might perhape be more.

appropriately included in that documsnt thsn in the covenant.

58,  Mrs. MEHTA (Indla) was in sympathy with the underlying purpose of the
" French propozal. She could. not however vote for it, bece.uSe she d4id not coneider

that it should find a place in article 13.

59. Mrs, BOWIE (United Kinbdom) agreed with the representative of India.
The United Kingdom had a special penal code applicable to minors of under
elghteen years of age. Her delegation nevertheless considered that the special
case of Juvenile offenders ehould not be dealt with in an initial egreemsnt
.primarily intended to eafe&,}zard the fundame_,ntal human rights. '

60, Mr, LEROY-BEAULIEU (Fra.nce) re—ali'ze‘d, as did the Yugoslav representas -
tive, that the French text was not es concise as 1t could have been. . It wes by
design, however. that the French delegation had drafted it in very general terms
having wished to mention a basic principle in the internautional covenant on

human rights without in any way prejudicing ths future declaration of the rights

of the child.

61, Mr, KYROU (Gresce) observed that the fivst paragreph of article 13
) already allowved one exception in favour of Juvenilee~ the French text thus '
served to round out the article in a logical way end the Greek delegation would

vote . in favour of it.

62, Mr, MALIX (Lebanon) likewiee.eupported the French proposal; he di‘d‘n.ot_
‘think it could be 8aid that that propoeal dealt with a mere detail- the pro-

" tection of Juvenile delinquente was a queetion of fundamental importance and the
international covenant on human rights could not tacitly ignore it. At the

game time it might be asked whether it could be approprie.tely dealt with in
article 13 or whether it should not form the eubJect of 'a separate erticle, He

.euggeeted the Commission should not take en immediste decislon on the matter.
/ 63 The CBATRMAN
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3. The CHATRMAN observed that ‘the French proposal intrd_duced an entirely
nev idea; for that reason, it should be discusssd at the same time as the other
Proposals for additional articles, the examination of which had been dsferred., to
the end of the first reading. . : :
Sh. . Speaking as the representative of the Unitad States of. Amerma, she
emphasized that the French amendment, drafted es it was in very generea.l-.texgmls2
weas out of place in a covensnt of an obligatory Juridical character.

€%, 0 M, WHITIAM (Australia), while wnderetanding the Frenchdelegat_ion.’gf‘r
concern to provide special protecbiam for juvenlle delinquents, neverthelsss ..
shared the view of the Indian represghtativé that the loglcal place for a pro-
wvisgidén of that kind was not in artigle 13. m_"bicle 13 was simply the counterpart
of articles 10 and 11 of the Universel Decléwation of Human Rights and concerned
only gueranitess of a sourd and -Just legal code. The French amendment, however,
went-beyond the original purpose of atticle 13, For that reason, Mr, Whitlaem.,
could not support it.  Indeed, 1f a¥ sxcepklon such as that proposed by the. . .

. F'rench delsgation were to be writteiy fa, thevre was nothing to prevesnt the writing
in of'othex'e, ag the Phillppine rém&entatﬁ;w had observed.

- -»66, - . Mrs. MEHTA (India) pointed out again that she wap not opposed in
Principle t6 the French amendment, but she thought that the matural place for .
“&n amendment of that sort was the declaretion of the rights of the ohild currently
~being drawn up by the Social Commission. She recalled that when a similar -
amendment introduced by Egypt to article 5 had been under discuseion, ﬁhe members
of the Commission had held that all provisions desling with Juveniles should be
incorporated in the declaration of the rights of the chlld and not in the cownat.
That wes why the Egyptien delegation had withivewn 1ts amendment. With thab...
understanding, if the‘majority of the Coumission wished to in'clude‘ that 1dea:in
the covenant, she would have no ob,jections, provided that it should not be in
- article 13. ' ' '

&7, The CHATRMAN observed that, independen‘tly of the Soclal Commissicnh which
':A-wa.s dre.wing, up & draft declaratn.on of the righte of the child the Internetional
Penal and Penitentiary Commisswn was currently engaged in a study of ‘the whole’
problem of Juvenile rehaba.litati on. In the circumstances ‘ghe thought it would be {f;
'well to defer any decision on the French amendment 86" that membera of the Com-

. _'mission agonld ’LnVestigate the work of t.hose bodiefs. T /68 Mr -TEVEEMQVIC :
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68, Mr. JEVIEMOVIC (Yvgoslavia) stated that the brovisions of the French
amendment would fit naturally into article 13 of the covenent dealing with the
guarantees to be granted the accused. It had been nointed ont that the pro-
tection of juvenile delinquents ghould be provided for in the declaretion of the
rights of the child. A principle of such importance should appoar not only in
thet decleratlon but also in the covensnt 1teelf , since the latter would be -
wmdeniebly more effective, '

69. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) noted, as the xepresentative of Greece had dome,’
that the fivet paragraph of article 13 alresdy contained a provision engbling
the rvle of »ublic heerings to be set aside in cases where the interési: of
Javeniles or incapecltated persons so required. In view of the fact that
Juvenile delinguents constituted a speclal category of delinguents, it was only
loglcal to state in paragraph 2 that they weye entitled to apa‘cial guarantess,
However, if the Coumiseion wished that ldes to form the subject of a speclal
article, he personally would hnve no ob,jae%bn; | B

0. Mr. MALTK (Lebanon) wae unconvinesd by the two arguments put Porward
against the Tiench rzendment, namely that it 4id not concern s fundamental
right ond ot the vworavision iV Introduced yould be more in plaée in the
decleratior: of the vights of the child. On the contrary, he thovght that the
right of Juvvenile d.s».-mquents to p:otect‘on in justice wes one of the wos im-—
portent funiemeintal rlghts that there was., As for the second argument, if 1t
vere true, a auuper of other articles woulfl have to be removed from the
coverant, susi as tle article on freedom of expression vhich wves also dealt with
in the conveniicn on freedom of information and the press.

Ti. He had mo objection to the proposal to Introduce the French amandmen*b
in the form of an additional arti cle , but he umed the members of the Cormnie-
sion not to vote against the amendment at that stage of‘ the discuesion.

st anxious that the amendment ehould ‘oe
. He rocalled in that conne:rion that

an emendment to article 5 :lncluded

72, Mr. MENTE? (Philippines} vas mo
introduced into some article of the covenant,
his delegation also wished to gee the EQYp’Gi
in the covenant. '

73 Mz, LE’—(OY~BEAUI@‘U (France) emphasmed that the French text of the

aifficulties ancountered, /,
smendment wes perfectly clear and preciee and that the; R
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., The amendment should logically be placed at the end of paragraph 2 of
article 13, It was worded in general terms, in the form of a principle, pre=
cigely because the ways In which that princivle should be.applied must be
specified by the declaration of the rights of the child,

75.  The CHATRMAN suggested that consideretion of the French emendment should
be postponed until Friday, 21 Aprii, so that the members of the Commission could
sbudy the question more thoroughly and become scquainted with the work of the
other bodies concerned with the mabber,

3 _Wwas so -decided,

Pa.rag:gg‘oh 3
76. Miss BOVIE (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation.

proposed that paregraph 3 should be deleted because 1t considered that article 13
provided sufficient guarantees for the equitsble administration of Justice, and
“that it was inappropriate to procledm an absolute: right to compensation even
in the case of a sentence quashed om sppeal for purely technical reasons.

' T\T_e-'é'e.‘x-"blf-is'iesvé , 8he wished to mﬁké 4% olear Bhat In the Uﬂited"K{ngdom provision
vas wade for ex grafia payments of compensation In the event of a miscarriage of
Justice.

'.'(7.” - Speél:iné"“i‘n heic capac‘i'ty as4 repreéénta't.ive .c;f:/fhe United S*Eafes,' fhe
CHATRMAN said that her delegation was opposed to paragraph 3 of article 13
because it dealt with a question of relatively secondéry lmportance which ought
not to be included in the covenant,

8. In the United States, both Federal and State legislation made provision
for the payment of compensation in case‘s of the gquashing of a sentence.

However, the reasons for the reversal of a sentence which might be grounds for
the peyment of compensation veried in the different States. She listed the
reasons which, in a number 'of States in the United States, could serve as grounds
for coumpensation and. went on to survey the regulations in various foreign
countries regarding the peyment of compensation for an erroneous conviction.

/19. Referring

f
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79. Referring to the French amendment %o paragranh 3 {E/CN.4/365, page 1),
Mrs. Roosevelt sald she could understand the srxlety of the I'rench delegation
to briang the text of the naragraph into line with French law, bubt pointed out
thet other dslegations might alao submit emendments in conformity with their
own legislation, It all went to prove how difficult it wes to ihtrod.uce into
the covenant a provision regarding the payment of compensation of that kind.

80. She also gave a number of Tigures indicating the amounts of comnensation
paid in France and in’other countries s the result of the quashing of a sentence’.‘
The suwms were oxtromely smgll, thus showi.n;z that the question was of secondary
practical importance and should not be dealt with in a covenent desimed to
safeguard fundamental huwan rights and freefoms.

81, In conclusion, vhile polnting out that the federa] 1e'?isla‘cion of the
Uni‘ded States provided for the payment of liberal commensation on the grounds

of false impriromment o erromeous convictionm, she stated that the United States
dele:fation nevertheless proposed that parefgga h 3 of article 13 should simply

be delet?d in view of the Tact that leglolbions differved both a8 to the

reesons/the payment of compensation and on fhe amount of such compensation. -
Tﬂ@ m@’%ﬁ'"‘ '

26/4 p.m.






