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QUESTION RAISED BY THE REPRESENTNI'IVE os TBE UNION OF SOVIET sac IALIST

REFUBLICS CONCERNJ,:NG THE SEN1ENCING TO DEATH IN GREEOE OFTEN MEMBERS

OF TEE SEAMEN' S UNION

Mr. rAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republ.Ic a) laid

before the Commission a telegram wht.ch he had. just l'eceived which

requested. the Commission on Hunan IUghts to intervene on b eha.l.f of

ten persons condemned to death. In November 1948, ten members of the

Greek Seamen's Union, whose only offence had been that they were

democrats, had been sentenced to death in Greece. Since the Reprieves

Board was shortly to dec Ld.e on their case, Mr. Pavlov would like the

COlliffiission on Hu~n Rights, or the Secretary-General to intervene,

and telegraph to Athens to ask that they should be reprieved.

He recalled. that during the f:Lrst par-t of the third. aes aton of

the General Asserribly .• the lresid.ent, Mr. ]~vatt, had. sent a telegram

in a similar case, thereby aavIng the lives of seveI'al union members.

Mr. Pavlov also recalled that when the Commission had consid~red the

articles concerning the death penalty, he bad. asked Mrs.Roosevelt

which artiicle was being infringed by Greece, where hostages were

being shot at that time. The reply had been that that action violated

several articles of the D~claration and the Covenant. There was also

the case of the Arab refugees in Palestine, on which the Commission

had taken a unanimous decision of a purely bumanitarian nature.

The Commission owed it to itself to perform the same humanitarian

duty on this occasion, and. he ho:ped th~re would be no' need to ask for a

roll-call vote. The Commission could request ita 'Chairrran or porhaps

the Secretary-General to intervene with the Gre~k Government.

The CRAIBMAN dretw the attention of the Commission to bhe fact

that Mr. Evatt had. sent his telegram, not in his caIlacity as President

of the General Ass emb'Ly, but in a :purely personal capacf»s . If an~

of the members of tha Comm.ission wished to request a reprieve for

the condenmed. men, they could do so in their :Priva,te capacLby, The

Commission, as such, could not investiga,te a decision which a Government

had rrade in accordance with its national legisla~ion.

IMr. ENTEZAM



Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) stressed the seriousness of the g,uestion

which involved the lives of human betngs . Moreover, the Commission

would create a precedent by intervening. The Commission on Human

Rights was not in a position to act before the Covenant and

measures of :implementation had been s':'gned. He suggested that the

q~c~tia.n should not be discussed and that it should be left to the

Ohairman to consult the Legal Department, to take note of the

telegram sent by Mr. Evatt and, if she deemed it advisable, to

send a telegram in her own name, which would certainly be taken

Irrto consideration by the Greek Government.

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that, as human beings, the

members of the Commission could not be indifferent to the sentencing

of other human beings to death and that it was an extremely serious

matter that trials could still result in cleprivf1tion of life. In

reaching a decision, however, the Commission could not cnnsider

merely the humanitarian aspect of the question. It could act only

within the framework of its terms of reference and in conformity

with the Charter of, the United Nations. Article 2, paragraph 7,
of the Charter di~ not 'authorize the United Nations to intervene

:In matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction

of any state ••• If. As for the Commission, as long as the Covenant

bad not been signed, it remained merely an advisory body of the

Economic and Social Council. Consequently Mr. Lebeau could not see

how the Commission could intervene and he thought Mrs. Roosevelt

should not take any special steps.

The general attii:ude of the Ccmmission to that matter would

~ave been somewhat different if it had been presented by another member

er the Commission and not by the representative of the USSR whose,
Government had constantly slandered the lawful Government of Greece,

which was a Member State of the United Nations. It was impossible

not to discel~ political motives in this case. The representative

of Belgium therefore suggested that the Commission should not comply
With the request of the USSR.

Although sharing the general feeling on the human aspect of the

case, the CHAIRMAN said that the Commission could not investigate
the matter.

IMr. KOVALENKO



-------_.._-
(1) This discussion is continued further on in the present summary

record.

lout that

Mr. CRA (Ohina) submitted and read the report of the

Committee on the Yearbook on Human Rights (E/CN.4/290). He ,pointed

RRPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE YJ£ABBOOK ON HUlvrAN RIGHTS (E/CN.4/169,

E/CN.4/2.89, E/CN.!..j./290, E/CN.4/AC.8/1, E/CN.l.j./AC.8/2, E/13l0)

Mr. CASSIN (l!rance) explained toot he bad asked to speak

before the Chairman '.s statement in order to request her to study the

precedent constituted by Mr. Evatt1s statement of 1948. For his part,

he was prepared to sign a telegram requesting that the unfortunate

men should be reprieved.

':[.1he OEL-'\.IRMAN stated she voul.d not put tbat queat ton to the

vote. She wou.Ld mike enquiries on the subject of the telegram sent

by Mr. Evatt, and. would consu.lt the Legal Department and then inform

the Oommission.
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.Mr. KOVALEIIJKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) supported

the proposal of the USSR represento:!:;ive. There was no question of

any intervention by the Unitecl Nations in the domestic affairs of a

state, as the representative of :BeJ.gium bad affirmed. In that

connexion he stressed the fact that S'bates, in becoming signatories

to the Charter, had relinquished scme of their preroGatives. The

Oommission on Human RiGhts woul.d not interfere. Its task would

simply be to draw the attention of the Reprieves Board to the

hu:manitarian aspect of the CQ,SG and to the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialis'\::; Republics) did not

insist on a vote on the ~uestion since the C~air.man had a perfect

right to study the Lega.l aspects of the problem. A body with a name

like the Oommission on Human RiGhts could not remain indifferent

to a question which was a matter of life or death to ten persons.

The representative of J3elGium had appr-oached. the matter from the

Political point of View in order to evade a11 responsibilities and

had seized upon the occasion to attack the Government of the USSR in a .

. regr.ettable manner. Humanity wou.Ld not pardon an indifference which

Sought to justj.fy itself by such pretexts. (1)



out that the CCIllIllission bad, before it two draft resolutions, one

submitted. by the Ukrainian SSH (E/CN.l+/AC .8/1) and. the other by

Guatemala (E/CN .~/AC .8/2) •

Mr. Cf\.SSJ.N (Fr:ance) said he would accept t.he draft of

G'..<:::..ce;;;.all:t at] a basis for discussion, but with two resel'vat.ions. lie,

wished the vorrls trj,n Russian IV and "In Chinese 1I to be add.ed at the

end of' the fil'st paragraph, because, on the one hand, the Yearbook

had to be ]JubHfJhed. in all the working languages of the Uniteel Nations,

and on the other hand, it was a document of international intel'8st,

the r'eadlng of whi ch should be encouraged. Moreover, in order to

lighten the task of' the Seoretariat, which had. both a limited personnel

and a UmHoc1 'budgeb , Mr. Cassin proposed adding, Ett the beginning

of paragraph 2, the vorde "as soon as that will be possible 11 •

Ml'. GA-Rem BAUER (GuatemaJ.a) poj,ntecl out that his request

fortho pubJ.ication of the Yearbook in the S,pan:i.sh language did not

concern the paat , but, as he 110,(1 explained to 8, l'o;?rEiSC')lltatlvG of the

Secretariat ~ t.he future. '1118 Secretariat had taken that exp.Ianabf.on

into account wher, H had prepared. -bhe estimate 0:' GOfrt:::: (E/CJIJ )1-/289) .

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the CCllnnirwion to the

fact that the recommendation to include court <:1eej.DionL1in the

Yearbook in 19~'9 had 'been taken by the CoYrunis['Jion j,tf3elf' at its

third session,

Mr. KOVAIY~NKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) stated

that the Econoruic and,Social Council had adopted a resolution (192 VIII B)

at its eighth session, de0iding to give further consideration to the

inclusion of court decisions in the Yearbook at its ninth session.

He stressed the fact tbat the Secretariat was already late Hi th the

publication of the Yearbook, and that if the draft resolution of

Guatemala were adopted, the task of the Secretariat would only be made

more onerous, and expenditure would be increased. Moreover, while

the court decisions ap~earing in document E/CN.4/169 were inter'esting,

they were of a dcmestic character; from the standpoint of international

law, they were not Jis,ir.teresting as was generally believed. If it.

was absolutely essential to increase the size of' the Yearbook, the

/Uk:r.a~nian
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Ukrainian delegation thought it would be much more useful to include

in it all the texts of laws on human rights in non-self -governing

and trust territories.

Mr, GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) submitting his delegationfs

draft resolution, stated that it contained tbree main ideas. In the

first place, it stated that the Yearbook on Human Rights, which bad

already been published in French and in English, should also appear

in Sranish, Spanish was the national language of at least sixteen

Members of the United Nations, and had just become a working language

in the General Assembly.

Mr. Garcia Bauer recalled that the Secretariat had submitted

an estimate of the cost which the translation of the Yearbook into

the various official Languages would entail. lTithout lmowin3

precisely hew those estimates had been arrived at, it was permissible

to believe that they were slightly exaggerated, and that twenty

thousand dollars would not be needed for the publication of the

Yearbook in Spanish. Further.more, it had to be borne in mind that

much of the information to be used in the Yearbook had been prOVided

in Spanish, which would correspondingly decrease the cost of

translation,'

The draft resolution also pointed to the need for limiting

the decisions which would appear in the Yearbook to those which
been .

had /given by higher courts. In that ccnnexi.cn, IvIr. Garcia Bauer

und.erlined the fact that the En81ish expression lISupreme Court 11

was poorly chosen because its meaning was too restricted. The

term used should be higher courts in genera.L; that could apply to

the special courts Which, in many countries, were charged With

ensuring the respect of certain special rights, such as the

riGht of asylum.

The decisions taken by other courts should apJ;lear in the

Yearbook only 'in the form of a summary and should be published

in full only if they were sufficiently important. The decisions

should also be of international interest.

IMX'. LEBEA,U
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M'.~. LEBEAU (:Belgium) stressed the fact that the

COTCilllission's duty was simply to express a general opinion on

the sample studies contained in the Secretary-GeneralIS memo­

randU1J1. Consequently he could not see the exact scope of the

two d:caft resoluxtions which had been submitted, and vnndered

whether they should. be discussed.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Commission had to

decide whether the sample studies prepared by the SecTetary-

General should appear in the Yearbook. The draft resolutions

dealt vTith that question, and it was therefore quite normal

that the Commission should examine them.

Mr. lEBEATJ (:Belgium) approved the contents of

paraeraph 1 of the operative part of the Ukrainian draft reso­

lution, which vas in complete conformity with the vie,'Ts of the

Belgian delegation. 'Belgium had always thoUGht it useless

to inclucle isolated court decisions in the Yearbook: that publ.i. ...

cation woul(l in fact result in considerable expense; moreover,

in the present state of national as well as international law',

it was pract.ice.Lly impossi"ble to establish a distinction between

those court decisiuns which were important from the point of

view of hunan righ·t..s, and thCE6 'Which Were not.

Mr. Lebeau had no objection to paragraph 2 of the operative

part, which proceeded directly from p~ragraph 1, but which he

thought su])erfluous.

Turning to ])aragraph 3, the Belgian representative remarked

. that the existinG legislative texts on human rights in non-self­

gover-rring and. trust territ::Jries ve're generally those which were

applied in the metropolitan country. li'JWever, he saw no reason

why the Secretary-General should not undertake the study of those

texts, if that wer-e feasible.

If the Yearbook on Human Rights were j?ublished in SIJanish,

as the draft resolution of Guatemala proposed, there was no reason

why it should. not appear also in Russian and Chinese. The Yearbook

was principally a reference work, intended for jurists and

specialists, and not for the public at large. The costs involved

in its publication in all the official languages wouLd be out of

proportion to the advantages or real value of the whole operation.

I Mr. SOERENSF,N



! Mr. SAGUES

In rega:rcL lio ]J:"~:cagl'aIlh 3 of' the 0llfJTative part of the draft

resolution of the U]u'i'linian ~3E)T~ J l·ip Q Soer-ensen pofrrted out that so

It wou.l.d
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no need to }?ulJlish :Lt in the; five official languages.

Belgium that J as the YeCl.r"r:·-:.;o1;II:1.f:.: Il.c,~; et Il0}Jular work, there was

dealinc; vith the let~.i31ation Cif the var-t.oue countries.

therefore be nece:3sa:C;T to Ino Iude , Ln acl.cli ti.011 t.o the court decisions,

the t.ext of the lal'[,':3 'JU 1'7hJ.ch th)86 <lueir'Jians were based, and that

wouLd. entail c one Lderal,le rE'aear-ch and heavy expend.iture .

far no distinction 11''1(1 'been dr-awn between non-self-governing

territories and e ove re Lgn 2·tates., Certain :i?Tovisions relating t'J

non-self-governing territories ha(l therefore already appeared in

the Yearbook.

The representativE) of Dennaz-k prOl)os8cl that the Conmi.aadon on

Human Riehts should recomnend to the Economic and Social Council

to continue the publication of the Year-book in the same Ivay as before,

and to leave to the Secretary-General the task of deciding vhe bher-

or not it vas neceaaary to insert the cour-t decisions.

As. for the court d.ecLs l ons , the;y were often of greater interest

than the law:; but j,t \Ic)ulcL 'be cL:Lfficu1t to recommend their insertion

in the Yaar-book for the time 1.)E:-:Ln'~J and the criticimn that had 'been

made in regard t.o the samp.te studLes 'IW the Secretariat '(vas justified.

Moreover) the Yem'p,)'Jlc had so far cons:i.sted only of a general study

of the constitutional J?rwif:dzJns relatinG to human rights, 'Ivithout

The CHAIPJvl!\J:IT rS))larlcecL. th9.t, in the countries where human

riGhts 1'7ere protectecl. 'by the courba , court decisions were much more

important than the Im-rs themselv8f3. 'I'hE) ctecisions should therefore

appear in the Year-book ,

Miss J30HIIT. (Unitecl ICingdorn) opposed the inclusion of court

decisions in the Yearbook and appr-oved paragraph 1 of the draft

resolution of the Ukr-af.nf.an SSl~.

She po l.rrbed out that the draft resolution of Guatemala miCSht mean

that very Impor-tant decisions taken b~r courts of first instance -­

which did not reach hi[ho1:' courts because no appeal to the latter

was made -- woulrt be overlooked. Mor-e over , a large and highly

specialized staff 17DU1cl have t.o : be recruited to cope with all the

research 'Work. necoeaar-y for the app.Li oa'bLon of that draft.



/ In favour

If it were decided to publish thethe various official languages.

Yearbook in E3panish, it should appear also in Russian and Chinese.

In viei'T of the small number of legislative provisions c once rnf.ng

human riGhts exlm;inG in Trust Territories J the proposal that the

Secretary·-General should collect all the. texts or those pr-ovts Iona

and include them in the Yearbook was perfectly justified. 0i

The Danish representative had suggested that the Secretary-General

should decide whether or not to include court decisions in the Yearbook·,
the Commission itself should make that decision.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist RepUbliCS) pointed

out that no difference should be made in the treatment accorded to

Mr. SAGUES (Uruguay) pro:polil~d. that the Guatemalan draft

resolution should make it clear that it was the future editions of

the Yearbook which would. be published in Spanish. It would be

possible to reduce appreciably the cost of publication by printing

the SpElTli.flh ed.ition of the Yearbook in Latin America.

E/rT:o·.:;iR
T' .L

Mr. Le BCSQUET (Secretariat) stated that the Secretariat's

estimate had. been based on the publication costs of the Yearbook for

the paat throe years) and that it represented a minimum. He would

be quite prepared to consider the possibility of printing the Yearbook

in South Amez-Lca j up to that time such ~ procedure had never been

possible on account of the limited time allowed for the publication

of documents.

Mr. GARCIA-BAUER (Guatemala) aSKed that a separate v~te

be taken on the preamble to the draft resolution submitted by the

Ukraf.nfan SSR.

The preamble to the Ukrainian SSR draft resolution was ado~ted

by 14 votes ~one, with 1 abstention.

Mr. GAROIA-BAUER (Guatemala) asked that a vote by r:>ll-call

be taken on paragraph 1 of the operative part of the draft resolution

submitted by the Ukrainian SSR.

A vote was taken by roll-call.



Belgium) Chile, Iran, United Kingdom, Ukrainian

Soviet Socialist Republic) Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics

Denmark, France, Guatemala, India) Lebanon,

Philippines, United States of America, Uruguay

In fav.£..UE.:

Against:

AbstaininG:

Paragraph 1 of the operativ~ ~art of the U1~r~inian SSR draft

resolution was adopted by 8 ~otes to 6, with 1 abstention.

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

Paragraph 2 was rejected. by 9 votes to 4, with 2 abstentions.

):Vir. CASSIN (France) explained that the 181'1 of 11 April 1946
prohibited forced. or compulsory labour in any for:m, in Madagascar

or elsewhere.

Mr. CASSIN (France) said that almost all French laws were

applied. in the Trust Territories under French administration and

would, therefore, have to appear in the Yearbook, should paragra~h 3

of the draft resolution be adopted..

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) asked the representative of the

Ukrainian SSR whether he would. agree to amend his draft so as to

bring it into line with the Economf,c and Social Oounc.Ll.t s resolution,

namely, that. only :provisions of a constitutional order be :published

and not all legislative :provisions. Paragraph 3 of the Ukrainian SGB

proposal, as it was now worC\.ed.., was unaccelltable ,·but he would. accept

a less restricted form of words.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said

that he could. not acce:pt t4e Belgian re:presentativers verbal prollosal.

I Mr. INGLES

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) said. that it would. be .over-

. simplifying the matter to say that all laws on human rights applied

in the metropolitan country were to be found in the legislation of

the non-self-Governing territories. In certain territories there

was not a single provision prohibiting comJ!ulsory labour. It would

be of interest to publish the laws applied to the Trust Territories

only in so far as they differed from those in force in the

metropolitan territory.

'or
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Mr, INGLES (Philippines) asked that a vote by roll-call be

taken on paragraph 3 of the draft resolution submitted by the Ukrainian SSR.

A vote was taken by roll-call.

In favour: Egypt., Guatemala, IndLa, Iran, Lsbanon,

Philippines, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub l.Lc ,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay.

Against: Belgium, Chile 01 Denmark) France., United States

of America.

Absta ining: United Kingdom

Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution submitted by the Ukrainian SSR

was adopted by 9 votes to 5, with 1 abstention.

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) explained that she had abstained

from voting as she did not approve the wording of paragraph 3.

At the re~uest of Mr. PAVLOV (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic)

a vote was taken on the French amendment to the first paragraph of the

Guatemalan draft resolution.

The French arr:endment was adopted by 10 votes to 4, with 1 abstentiQD.

Mr .. SAGUES (Uruguay) suggested stating that the Yearbook on Human

Rights should be pubLf.shsd in Spanish "as from 194911
•

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) accepted that suggestion.

Paragraph 1 of the draft resolution submitted by Guatemala, &S amended

by France and Urup,uay, was adopted by 9 votes to 5, with 1 abstention.

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

Paragraph 2 was adoptedOby 10 votes to 1, with 4 abstentions.

A vote was taken on paragraph 3.

Paragraph 3 was adopted by 10 vqtes to 4, with 1 abstention.

A vote was taken on the Guatemalan draft resolution as a whole.

The Gu~temalan draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 10 votes

GO 3, with 2 abstentions.

/ Q,UESTION RAISED

. I
i



There wae no need to d1'TEJll nt .l.eng-cI1 CD tIlo c Ircumstances in vh ioh

included in the General Assembly u;endD; :It 11811 1J6en r-ef'er-red to the

First Committee, where t.he question of th131mtlli116lJt executn on of the

ElcN ,4JSB III
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It wouLd also 1)8 remembered

'I'he C·reek question had been

QtmSTION RAISED BY THE REPBESEWirA'I'IVE 0:[1' 1'I-JE UEkI:~ Ci)liGl?RNlNG 'nIE

SENTENCl1\JG TO DENIH IN GIWIJ;CE OF' '.1:Ttr\' MIII'IIBII{S ()J? 'LIfE; HE~lU!Jm\1 is UNION

(discussion continued)

those communLca t Lone had been sent,

ten. trade union leaders had been :\'3i8e([.

Mr. FE:LLEH (Legal Depa.r-tment ) 1'6c,,,:LI.::,d:;:'i)1t tlJc 1;'1x'81, '-lum:d;ion

upon which he had b e sn asked to (~iYEl his optn ion d ec Lf '\tH;L the

circumsteDces in which l£r. Eve tt ,,:,~6'3j.c.ent of tbe GeJJBl':;!.1. i\ E:ssmbly;,

bad during the first part of the tLtird sElssion of the General Assembly

sent El commun ica tion to the Greek C~oYGr[.lm81yt, On 7 I~ovGtlibeJ:' 1948)
Mr, Evatt had desratched t~lro identical conrrun i ce t Ions, one to the

King of Greece and the other to t.he Pr:Lme !vlinister of the Greek

Government. Mr. Feller read the second commm tca't i.on.

that at that time the President of the GE:Deral fiSSem1Jly had instituted

certain negotiations to reconcile the differences whi.ch separated

Greece from its nor-thern ne Lghboui-s, ·::mo. the two t.e Le gra ma in queat.Lon

had been despatched while that tlJDtter VWo being considered.

The second question put to him ",as "Ill":[,"\:' au thor-f.t.y the Commission

On Human Bights had, or might hove, to (lecid6 to transmit to t:be

Greek Government El commun iea tion en the i.mir:i.nemt execution of carte in

Greek trade un Ion leaders) 01' to :i Cl: t.hc et-la :Irrc81l of the COir,mission

or the Secretary-Gener31 todesr~Qtch such 11 communication, The

'Commission's authority was d ef'Iried in the l;\!:t'tlJ8 of' reference conferred

upon it by the Economic and Boc i a 1. C01rn oil", !vjr. :IPeller quo bed the

beginning of the Council J s r-eso.Lut.I cn '\Jh:i.eh corrta Ined those terms

of reference. The only provisiOll in t.ha t text under vhioh the

Commission could take the decision suggGsted) WBS contained in

paragraph 2.> sub-paragraph (e). III that connexf.on , it should be

remembered that the Comm.ae t on had authority to submit to the

Economic and Social Council onl;y proposals J recomm811dations and

reports on the various ques t lcna 6nv1fJaged in Hs terms of reference.

There vlere no pr-ov i ei cns in the Commissiol"l is terms of r-ef'e renc e

authorizing it to communica te directly 'tTith t1 Government or to

recommend to its Chairman or to the Secretary-GelJsral that 8 specific

question should be presented directly to 0 Government.

/ Furthermore
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Furtbermore the Commission's terms of reference should be considered

in conjunction with the Econo~ic and Social Council resolution 75 (V)

on Commurrlce tions Ooncerritng Human Rights.

In the Circumstances, he thought that the Commission was not

~uthoriz~u to adopt a resolution to transmit to a Government a

communication such as the one suggested, or to adopt a resolution

inviting its Chairman or the Secretary-General to do so.

In conc.Ius t on, he said be had no comments to make on a decision

which the Commission's Chairman or the Secretary-General might

personally take on that matter.

I Mr. LEBEAU

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not think

that any of the Commissionfs terms of reference to which Mr. Feller

had referred, forbade its Chairman or the Secretary-General to despatch

a telegram.a sking for mercy to be shown towards the ten persons

condemned to death. The Commission had asked the Secretary-General

to send to each Government a COIlY of the draft Covenant of Human Rights;

that constituted a precedent, and in the circumstances Mr. Pavlov

failed to see why the Commf.aaf.on could not take the decision he had

suggested In an infinitely more serious rnatcer.

He wondered Whether, in view of the eXisting situation in Greece,

it wou.Id 1'1Ot b e -useful and valuable to follow M:r. Evatt r s example.

There Has no intention of opposing a legal decision or of <luestioning

the validity of Greek laws, but merely of making a plea for mercy.

The peop.Le s of' the USSR were following with the grea test attention

the Greek people's efforts to gain independence. The <luestion was

not only a legal one; it was essentially a moral one .

The CHAIRlf~N reminded the USSR representative of the agenda •

Tbe 'lues tion re ised by him wa s not on the Commission I s agenda, and as

Mr. Feller had reminded the Commission it had the right to act only

through the Council. The invitation to the Secretary-General to

arrange for the distribution of' the draft Covenant of Human Rights

had nothing in common with the problem raised by !.Vir. Pavlov.

She did not think the Commission could, on its own authority, send

such a communication to the Greek Government, or re<luest the

Secretary-GeneI~l to do 80.
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Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) agreed with the representative of the USSR

that the Secretary-General or the Chairman had a right to send, in their

personal capacity, such communications as they might deem appropriate.

But under its terms of reference the Commission was not entitled to

make such recommendations. Its functions were purely ~dvisory;

its terms of reference were limited and g(J"ve it no power whatever

to adopt a resolution calling upon the Chairman or the Secretary-General

to ma ke such a recommenda tion.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) noted that

the Commission was refusing to act on the USSR representative's suggestion

to perform a humane act by asking for clemency for the ten Greek trade

unionists condemned to death. The Commission would thus become

responsible for the fate of the condemned men. Since Mr. ~vatt had,

in similar circumstances and in his capacity as President of the

General Assembly, sent a telegram, he did not see why the Chairman of

the Commission or the Secretary-General could not do likewise.

Mr. CASSIN (France) was convinced that from a legal point of view

the Commission was actually unable to take a humanitarian decision.

Its inability to do so was due to the fact that in 1946, when it had

been instructed to prepare a draft of its terms of reference, it had

formally asked the Council to permit it, pending the sub8e~uent

establishment of other bodies to act in that capacity, to ensure the

effective protection of human rights in individual cases.

The Council had refused to accede to that re~uest, so that the

Commission had had no such powers since 1 January 1947.
The case brought up by the representative of the USSR was a tragic

proof that those who had wished to give the Commission more extensive

powers had been in the right. He hoped that the lesBon would not be

in vain, and. that the Commission would in future be given the broader

powers and functions which it did not yet enjoy, and which the public

should know it did not enjoy.
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TIRAFT INTEBNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS' (discussion continued)

Article 15 (ELCN.4/253) .

The CHAIRMAN .. speaking 8S United States representative, said

that the text ~roposed b~ the Drafting Committee was not clear, and,

that if the provision it contained a~plied to all ,human rights

it should not be inserted in the Covenant, as it was too vague .

She accepted the Philippines I proposa L, but would prefer the word

"everywhere" to be deleted.

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) accepted the Chairman's suggestion.

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) wished the word "ever-ywher-e" tu be retained.

Mr. CASSIN (France) agreed with the Lebanese representative.

Article 6 of, the Dec'laz-atd.cn of Human Rights could be recast and

simplified, but he did not think that the word "evenyvher'e " could be

deleted. The ~ur~ose of article 6 was to abolish slavery completely,

a s slaves had not the legal personality which all persons should possess,

particularly when they ~ent outside the frcntiers of their own country.

The CRAIRMAN 'speaking as Fnited States represe11tative,

withdrew her proposal.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet ~ocialist Republics) said that there

were considerable discrepancies bet-ween the J!~nglish and French text of

article 6 of the Declaration of Human Rights and asked that the

French text, which he thought the bs'b cer , should be the only one to

be considered.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Philippine proposal (E/CN .4/232)

was an exact translation of the French version of artic'le 6.

The form of words pro~osed by the Philippines for article 6
was ado]Jted by 13 votes t.9_~'

The meeting rose at 5.45 -p. m.




