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1, Consideration of the Reports of the Working Groups on an
International Convention on Human Rights ZEo§ument
E/CN,%/56) and on the Declaration of Human Rights

Document E/CN,4/57).

The CHAIRMAN welcomed the representative of China,

Dr., C. H. WU, who had previouslv been represented by Dr. NAN-JU WU,
She stated that the Report on the Convention (Document E/CN,4/56)
contained the final English text, but that the French version was
an unofficial translation. The wording of the two Reports on the
Declaration and Convention could not be regarded as final, but
since they would be sent to all Member Governments for comment, she
hoped that representatives would concentrate on substance rather
than wording. She suggested that the Comnission should study
simultaneously the corresponding clauses in the Draft Declaration
and the Draft Convention.

Mr. RIBNIXAR (Yueoslavia) nronosed a general discussion on the
drafts as a whole before commencing a study of separate Articles.,

The CHAIRMAN did not think that that proceaure would be
'useful, but was ﬁilling to put thc proposal to the vote,

' Mrs. MEHTA (India) thought that some general remarks should
be permitted., One of the drafts omitted allusion to certain
rights which should be brought to the attention of the Commission.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was nothing to prohibit
goneral observations on Articles under discussion.

Mr. WU (China) suggested that consideration should proceed
Article by Article, and the right to make general observations
either in'the preamble or at the end Should be reserved.

The CHAIRMAN reminded representatives that it had been
decided not to draft the preamble at the second sesslon.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) felt that everyone should be allowed to

give an explanation of their general attitude to the iwu documents,
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The CHAIRMAN said that therc would be no objection to
reprosentatives giving an explanation of their vote either on
specific articles or on the document as a whole., The proposal to
be put to the vote was whether the Commis<ion should consider the
corresponding Articles of the two documents simultaneously,

Mr, CASSIN (France) feared that consideration of the Articles
out of their numerical order would causce confusion, An understanding
of the logical purpose of cach Article was a necessary guide to
consideration of the full text.

Mr..DEHOUSSE (Belgium) thought that it would be simpler to
take the Declaration Article by Article, starting with Article 1,
and to consider at the same time the corresponding Articles in the
Convention, whcnever a common subject arose.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal to consider the two
Documents Article by Article which was adopted by 11 votes to U,
with 2 abstentions.

The Belgian propos-l was then put to the vote and adopted by
11 votes to 0, with 6 abstentions.,

2, Declaration on Human Rights (Document E/CN,4/57) - Article 1.
Mrs, MEHTA (India) said she did not like the wording "all men"

or "and should act towards one another like brothers'", she felt
they might be interpreted to excludc women, and were out of date.
The CHAIRMAN replied that the word "men'" used in this sense
was generally accepted to include all human belngs.
Article 1 was adopted by 12 votes to O, with 5 abstentions.
Replying to a request by the representative of Belgium for a
ruling on the point raised by the represcntative of India, the
CHAIRMAN said that the text of Article 1 had becn approwed without
modification, but that a comment could be inserted if so desired,
Lerd DUKESTON (United Kingdom) proposed that, in order to

avoid fuxrther discussion on the subject, a note should be 1lncluded
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at the beginning of both Documents to the effect that the word
"men", as usod therein, referred to all human beings.

Mr. BOGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Repubiics) said that
the formula was of an abstract and philosophic character. It
was also contradictory. It rcpeated the 1deas of the materlalistic
Freach philosophers of the eighteenth century and ended by pro-
elatming a now philosophy. He was aware that abstract formmlae
were scmotimes useful at the beginning of a document, but as such
they snould appear in the preamble., He could not accept that texc
as final,

Tne CHAIRMAN observed that, as the Article had already boen
yoted on, the rcomarks of the Soviet Union representative would bde
taken as an cxpianation of his vote,

Mr, DEHOUSSE (Belglum) pointed out that tho eighizenth
century Frenc% philosophers were not all materialists. One
exanple was scean Jacques Rousseau. It was unrcasonable to say
that thoso rosponsible for the slogan "Liberty, equality,
fraternity’ had not rcached the idea of universal brotherhood.

Mrs. MEHTA (India) 521id that she had no objection to the
United Kingdom suggestion, but Article 1 was the only place in
the Doclaration where the expression "men" appeared. She wished
to have this changed to "human beings' or "pqrsons".

A discussion followed as to the advisability of: (1)
sccepting the alteration suggested by the Indian reprosentative;
(2) insarting a footnote to Article 1, or (3) adopting the proposal
of the United Kingdom reprosentative,

r. DRHOUSSE (Balgium)‘thought it was neccessary to inscrt
a footnotc since firstly, the-oxpression "droit de 1'hommc
appeared rcpcatcdly in the French version and, second.y, if the

words “human beings" were used, it would be logical to add

"brothers ajnd sisters".
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The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the proposal of the
United Xingdom represcentative which was adopted by 12 votes to 1,
with 3 abstentions,
 Artdcle 2.

The CHAIRMAN saijd that the Unitecd States Delegation preferraod
the toxt it had proposed, (E/CN.4/36) and wished it to be inserted
as a footnote,

Mr. VICTORICA (Uruguay) agrced with the underlying spirit
-of the Article. Its provisions werc in harmony with liberal
consitutional law in the field of Human Rights. An Inter-
American Law Commission was duc to mcet at Bogota in March at
which consideration would be given to limitations imposed within
the framework of thec law and in respect of public order. The
rights of individuals should be limited by the just roquirements
of a democratic state, He suggested tho addition to the present
text of the scntence "formulated by the law" after the words
"democratic state", He also submitted the foilowing as an
amended text:

"The rights of cach may be limited to sccurc thc rights of
others, by thc exigencies or public order, the sccurity of the
state and thc normal deVvelopment of collective life as expressed
by law."

Lord DUKSSTON (United Kingdom) objected to the tern
Mdemocratic state" in a context which introduced distinctions and
which might causc dif7icultics, He preferred a simpler and
broader text, proclaiming the rights of individuals anmd their
obligations to society for the croation of a more liberal atmos-
pherc, He submitted the following:

"In the exercisec of their rights, everyone must rccognise

the rights of others and his obligation to sooilety so that

all men may dovelop their spirit, mind and body in wiader

frecdom,.”
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Mr, CASSIN (France) sald that thc English words "spirit,
mind and body" had not bcen very aptly rendercd in the French
version, He noted the remarks of th2 Uruguayan raoprcescntative
concerning the Inter-American Law Commiscion, and pointed out
that the ground had alrcady becn covered to some extent by the
Mecting of American Jurists in Philadelphia., The Drafting Com-
mittee text represcented a compromise botweon the liberal
elghtecnth century ideas and the modern point of view, -

Thc CHAIRMAN sild it was impossible at the prescnt session
to attempt to draft a Declaration in final form. It was also
unnceessary since the whole would be revised at the next session.
She suggested that represcntatives should submit thelr amendments
for inscrtion as footnotes, which would then be circulatcd to
Mcmber Governmonts together with the formal text,

Mr, WU (China) proposed amending the first sentence of
Article 2 to r2ad: "In the exercise of his rights everyone shall
respect the rights of others and comply with the just requirements
of the democratic State ®

Mr, CRUZ COKE (Chile) supported the Chinesc proposal. He
emphasised the point made by the CHAIRMAN that the discussion
should be kept to matters of substance rather than actual drafting.

Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) objected to the idez of adding altcrnative
- toexts in the form of footnotes. He thought that the Declaration
should be the expression of the views of the Commission as a whole,
and that represcntatiVes who had not been members of the Working
Group on the Declaration should be given an opportunity to
proposc amendﬁents. He ﬁointed out that, when the Deeclaration
was scnt to Governments, #ey would have the opportunity to make
comments and propose alternative texts,

The CHAIRMAN said that all formal proposcls on matters of
sub gtance would be put to the vote, If, thereaftcr, a reprcsenta-

tive still considered his own text to be better than that which was
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adopted, he voald be free to insert it in a footnoto.

Mr. AMADO (Panama) pointed out that the draft Declaration under
discussion was not simply thc cxpression of the views of the six
mcmbers of tho Working Group, but that it had been based on the
Drafting Committec's Report. He agrced with the Chairman that
represcntatives should be allowed to include their own texts in
the form of footnotes,

The CHAIRMao put the Urugrayan proposal to the vote,

It was rcjected by 9 votes to 2, with 6 abstentions,

The CHAIRMAN put to the votc the projosal rade by the
United Kingdom representative.

That was rejected by 7 votes to 5, with 4 abstentions,

Mr. DEHOUSSE (Belgium) asked to have the Chinese proposal
voted on by division.

The CHAIRMAN put the first sentence of the Chinesc proposal
to the vote:

“In the exercise of his rights, everyone shallrrespect the

- rights Qf othors and eomply with the just requircments of the
" democratic State.® |

The proposal was rejected by 7 votes to 4, with 6 abstentions,

The CHAIRMAN ﬁhen,put to the vote the original text of
Article 2, as containoed in Document E/CN.4/57.

Tha Ait1c1e was adeopied b 9 wetes to 2, with 5 abstentions,

The CHaIBMAﬁ;requested that a comment be included in the
Report giving the Unitad States? toxt (F/CN.%4/36) and saying that
the United States preforrcd its own veorsion to that which had bcon
adopted, |

Lord DUKESTON (United Xingdom) requested that a similar
remark should be inserted with regard to she United Kingdom text.
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2, Articles 3 to 6 of the Draft Declaration ("/Cy,4/57) and

Article 10 of the Draft Convention Z:ZCN;&LjETTLEZL'""'

Mr. LOUTFI (BEgypt) proposed the deletion of the words "political
or other opinion, property status, or national or social origin”.
Those words had been added by the Sub-Commission on Discrimination
and Minorities, but he preferred the original text proposed by the
Drafting Committce. He suggested that the first sentence of the
Article in the Declaration be amended to correspond to the wording
of Article 19 of thc Convention,

Mr. BOGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) opposed
that proposaZ, He thought that the main fault of the Declaration
was a lack of precision in enumerating those entitled to the rights
and in providing methods to safeguard those rights., He recad the
proposal made by Mr., BORISOV to the Sub-Commission (document on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Milnorities,
E/CN.4/SUB,2/21) and suggested that it should bec discussed:

"All people arec equal before the law and shall enjoy equal
rights in the economic, cultural, social and political life,
irrespective of their race, sox, language, rcligioa, property
status, national or social origin.

Any advocacy of national racial and relilgious hostiiity or
of national exclusiveness or hatred and contcmpt, as well as
any action establishing a privilege or a discrimination based on
distinctions of race, nationality,or religlon, constitute a
crime and shall be punishable under the law of the State."

The CHAIRMAN asked if the Soviet Union réprcsentative was

proposing an amendment to the Declaration or to the Convention.

Mr. BOGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked
that it be studied as an amendment to the Declaration, as the

Convention was incomplete and many of the fundamental rights were

not includcd,



E/CN,4/SR, 34
page 10

Mrs., MEHTA (India) pointcd out that the word "colour" had
been addced to the Article in the Convention. She had understood
the term "race'" to include colour, but if thcre was any doubt on
the subject, she thought that the word "colour" should be inserted
in the Decclaration,

Mr, CRUZ COKE (Chile) did not agrcc with the Soviet Union
proposal since it put all power in the hands of the Stato, and, in
his opinion, the Statc constituted the chicf threat to the rights
-of the individual,

Mr. MALIK (Lobanon) said that the reprosentative of India had
ralsed an important point since "race'" and "eolour" did not mcan
the same thing, neither was the conception of colour included in
thc term "racc'.

Mr, CASSIN (Francec) said that thc Working Group on the Declara-
tion had followed the practice of the Sub~Commission on Discrimina-
tion and Minoritics and had considered the term "race" to include
colour. Ho drew attention to the definitlon of "natlonal origin'
in the Sub-Commission's Report and said that a'goneral reference to
that Report should be made in connectlion with the interprotation
of the terminology. He agreecd with the nrinciple of the Soviet
Union proposal, but he did not think that the quostion of implementa-
‘tion should be included in the Déclaration.

The CHAIRMAN said that her Government would bc opposed to the
introduction of thc Sovict Union proposal in the Declaration.

She did not think that a law such as that proposcd by the Soviet
Union reprcsentative could be applicd in practice, and cited the.
prohibition law in the United States as an example.

General ROMULO (Philippine Republic) supported the Indian
propo sal that the word "colour" be added to the Article in the
Decla:ration. He agrecd with the Soviet Union proposal in principle,
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but did not think it should be included in the Declaration.,
He announced his intention of abstaining from voting on it.

Mrs, MEHTA (India) wished to change her proposal to rcad
"race including colour" since colour was not mentioned in the
United Nations Charter.

Mr. BOGOMOLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) cmphasised
the importance of reinforcing the general principlcs by some
concrete measuresvfor implomentation. He did not think therec
would be any difficulty in specifically prohibiting acts of
discrimination. He thought that if no provision wcre adopted to
prevent acts of discrimination, it would mcan that such practices
as lynching of ncgroes would continuc, He thought that it
should be specifically stated that violation of the prineciploes
of the Declaration was a crime,

The mcsoting rose at 1.10 p.m,



