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QUESTION RAISED BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
REPUBLICS CONCERNING THE SENTENCING TO DEATH TN GREECE OF TEN MEMBERS
OF THE SEAMEN'S UNION 1
| Mr, FAVLOV (Unlon of Soviet Socialist Republics) laid

before the Commimsion a telegram which he had just receiwved which
regquested the Commission on Human Rights to interveme on beohaldf of
ten persons condemned to death. In November 1948, ten members of the
Greek Seamen's Unlon, whoge only offence had been that they were |
democrats, had been sentenced to death in Greece. Since the Repriesves
Board was shortly to declde on thelr case, Mr. Pavlov would like the
Commiseion on Human Rights, or the Secretary-General to intervens,
and telegraph to Athens to ask that they should be reprieved.

He recalled tlrat during the first part of the third session of
the General Assembly, the Iresident, Mr. Ivatt, had sent a telegram
in a eimilar case, thereby saving the lives of several unlon members. .
Mr. Pavlov also recalled that when the Commission hed considered the
articles coﬁoerning the deaﬁh pénalty, he had asked Mrs,Roogevelt
which article was being infringed by Greece, where hostages were
being shot at that time., The reply had been that that action‘violaﬁed
goveral articles of the Dvclaration 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 humanitarian naeture.

The Commisslon owed it to itself to perform the same humanitarian
duty on this oocaéion, and he hoped there would be no need to ask for a
roli-call vote. The Commission could request its Chalrman or perhaps

the Secretary-Generxal to intervene with the Greck Government.

The CHAIRMAN drow the attention of the Commisgion to the fact -
that Mr., Evatt had sent his telegram, not in his cdpaoity as President.
of the General Assembly, but in a purely persomal capacity. If any
of the members of ths Commission wished to request a reprieve for
the condemned men, they could do so in their private capacity. The
Commigsion, as such, could not investigate a decision which a Government

‘had rade in accordance wilth 1te national legislation.

J¥r, ENTEZAM
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Mr, ENTEZAM (Iran) stressed the seriousness of the question

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

would create a precedent by intervening. The Commission on Human

Righte was not in a position to act before the Covenant and
measures of implementation had been signed. He suggested that the
gquostion shoﬁld not be discussed and that 1t should be left to the
Chairman to consult the Iegal Department, to take note of the
teiegram gent by Mr, Evatt and, if she deemed it advisable, to
gend a telegram in her own name, which would certainly be taken

into consideration by the Greek Government.

Mr. LEBEAU (Belgium) said that, as human beings, the
members of the Cammission could not be indifferent to the sentencing
of other humen beings to death and that it was an extremely serious

matter that trials could gtill result in deprivation of life, Im

. reaching a decision, however, the Commission could not censider

- merely the humaniterian 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 dii not fguthorize the United Nations to intervene
" In matters which are eggentially within the domestic jurisdiction
of any state...". Asg for the Commiésion, as long as the Covenant
’had not been signed, it remained merely an advisory body of the
Bconamlc 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 attitude of the Camission to that matter would
- have been scmewhat different if it had been presented by another member
of the Camission and not by the representative of the USSR , whose
Government had constantly slandered the lawful Government of Gresce ,
which was a Member State of the United Nations. It was impossible
not to discern political motives in thig cage., The representative
of Belgium therefore suggested that the Cammission should not comply
with the request of the USSR,
Although sharing the general feeling on the human aspect of the

case, the CHATRMAN said that the Cammission could not investigate
the matter, '

/Mr ., KOVALENKO
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Mr, KOVALENKQO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) supported
- the proposal of the USSE representative., There was no guestion of
any intervention by the United Nations in the domestic affairs of a
State, as the representative of Belgium bad affimmed, In that
comexion he stressed the fact that States, in becoming signatories
to the Charter, had relinguished scme ol their preropatives, The
Commigsion on Human Rightes would not interfere. TIts task would
simpiy be to draw the attention of the Reprieves Board to the

mmanitarian aspect of the case and to the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights.

The CHATRMAN stated she would not put that question to the
vote. She wouldimke enguiries on the subject of the telegram sent

’ by Mr. BEvatt, and would consult the Legal Department and then inform

the Cormission.

Mr, CASSIN (France) explained that he had asked to speak
before the Chairmants statement in order to request her to study the
precedent constituted by Mr. Evatt's statement of 1948. For his part,
he was prepared to gign a telegram requesting that the unfortunate

men should be reprieved,

Mr. PAVIOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) did not
Insist on a vote on the question since the Chairman had a pexfect
right to study the legal aspects of the problem. A body with a name
like the Commission ocn Human Rights could not remain indifferent
to a question which was a matter of life or death to ten persons.
The representative of Beléium.had approached the matter from the
political point of view in order to evade all responsibilities and ‘
had seized upon the occasion to attack the Government of the USSR in a
. regrettable manner. Hhmanity‘would not pardon an indiffersence which 7

gought to Justify itself by such pretexts.<1)

REPCRT OF THE COMMITTEE O THE YRARBOOK ON HUMAN RIGHTS (E/CN.M/169,
E/ON.4 /289, E/cW.4/290, B/CN.4/AC.8/1, E/CN.4/AC.8/2, B/1310)

Mr, CHA (China) sulmitted and read the report of the
Committee on the Yearbook on Humen Rights (E/CN.4/290). He .pointed

(l) This digcussion is continued further on in the present sunmary

Yecord,

Jout that
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out that the Ccrmission had. before it two draft resolutiong, one
sutmitted by the Ukrainian SSR E/CN +/AC 8/1) and the other by
Guatemala (E/CN.4/AC.8/2).

Me, CASSIN (France) said he would accept the draft of

o bewals ag 4 bagis for discussion, but with two reservalicus. Fe
wished the words "™in Rupsgien® and "in Chinese! to be added at the

end of the first paragraph, because, oOn the one hand, the Yearbook

had to be published in all the working langueges of the United Nations,
end on the other hand, it was a document of international Iinterest,

~ the reading of which should be encouraged, Morecover, in order to
lighten the task ol the Secretarlat which had both a limited personnel
and & limited budget, Mr., Cassin proposed adding, at the benlnnmg

of paragraph 2, the words "as soon as that will be possible,

M, GARCTA BAUER (Guatemala) pointed out that his request
for tho publication of the Yearbook in the Spanish language did nob
concern the past, bub, as he lad explained to a representative of the
Secretariat, the future., The Secretariat had taken that explanation
into account wher 1t had prepared the estimate of costs (B/CI.L/289).
p ‘

The CHATRMAN drew the attention of the Comnission to the
fact that bthe recomendation to include court decisicnz in the
Yearbook in 1949 had been taken by the Comnission itself at ite

third session.,

Mr., KOVALENKO (Ulcr'alnlan bov1et Sccialist Republic) stated
that bhe Hconcmic and Social Council had adopted a resolution (192 VIII B)
at its eighth session, deciding to give further consideration to the
inclusion of court decisions in the Yearbook at its ninth session.
He stressed the fact that the Secretariat was already late with the
publication of the Yearbook, and that if the draft regolution of
Guatemala were adopted, the task of the Secretariat would (only be made
more onerous, and expenditure would be increased. Moreover, while
the cowrt decisions appearing in document B/CN.4/169 were interesting,
they were of a demestic character; froam the standpoint of international
law, they were not.aa.irtéresting as was generally believed, If it .

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

/Ukrainian
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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-gelfl -governing

and. trust territories.

Mr, GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) submitting his delegationts
draft resolution, stated that it contained three main ideas, In the
first place, it stated that the Yearbook on Human Rights, which had
already been published in French and in English, should also appear
in Spanish, Spanish wag the national language of at least sixteen
Members of the United Nations, and had just become a working language
in the General Assembly. '

Mr, Gercis Bausr recalled that the Secretariat had submitted
an estimate‘of the cost which the translation of the Yearbook into
the various official languages woulcl} entail., Vithout lnowing
precisely how 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
'Yearbobk in Spanish. Furthermore, 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
had E5en by higher courts., In that commexion, Mr. Carcia Bauer
undeylined the fact that the English expression "Supreme Court!
wag poorly chosen because its meaning was too restricted, The
texrm used should be higher courts in general; that could apply to
the special courtes 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 appear in the
Yearbook oniy'in the form of a summary and should be published
in full only if they were sufficiently important. The decisions

should also be of intevrnational interest.

/Mr, LEBEAU
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Mr. IEBEAU (Belgium) stressed the fact that the
Commisslon's duty was simply to express a general opinion on
the sample studies contalned 1n the Secretary~Generalts memo-
randum. Consequently he could not see the exact scope of the
two draft resolubions which had been submitted, and wondered

whether they should be discusged.

' The CHATRMAN pointed out that the Commission had to
decide whether the sample étud.ies prepared by the Secretary-
General should appear in the Yearbook. The draft resolutions
dealt with that question, and it was therefore quite normal

that the Commission should sxamine them.,

Mr. 1EBEAU (Belgium) approved the contents of

paragraph 1 of the operative part of the Ukrainian draft reso-
Iution, which was in complete conformity with the views of the
\Eelgian delegation. . Belgium had always thought it useless
to include isolated court decisions in the Yearbook: that publi~
© cation would in fact result in V-considera'ble expense ; moreovef,
in the present state of nétional as wvell ag international law,
it was practically impossible to establish a distinction between
those court decisions which were important from the point of
viev of huran righwe, and theee which were not.

 Mr. Lebeau had no o'b,jedtion to paragraph 2 »f the operative
part, which proceeded directly from paragraph 1, but which he
thought superfluousa.

Turning to paragraph 3, the Belgian représentative remarked

. that the existing legislative texts on human rights in non-self-
" governing and trust territories were generally those which were
~ applied in the metropolitan country. However, he saw no reason
 why the Secretary-General should not underteke the atudy of those
- texts, if that were feasible.
' ’ If the Xearbook on Human Rights were published in Spanish,
a8 the draft resolution of Guatemala proposed, there was no reason
why it should not appear also in Ruesian and hChinese. The Yearbonk
wa.s principally a reference work, intended for juriste and
specialists, and not for the public at large. The costs involved
in its publlcatlon in all the official languages would be out of

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

/ Mr. SOERENSEN
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My. SOERENSEN (Der

7k) agreed with the representative of
Belgiuin.tha'bj ag the Yearuook wag nos a popular work, there vas
ﬁo need to publish 1t lu the five officlal languages,

Ag for the court declsions, they wers often of greater interest
than the laws: Dut it would be diffilcnlt bto recommend their insertion
in the Yearbook for the time Telnl, sud the criticism that had been
made in regard to the mample studies by the Secretariat was Justified.
Moreover, the Yearbook had so far consisted only of a general>study
of the constitutional provisilons relating to human rights, without
dealing with the 7egislatiou of the various countries. It would
therefore be RLLPSBJIU t0 dnolude, dm addition to the court decisiohs,
the text of the laws on which those declgions vere hased, and that
would emtail counaiderable research and heavy expenditure.

In regard to parafgraph 3 of the operative part of the draft
resolution of the Ukrainian S57, lir. Soerensen pointed out that so
far no distinctlon had heen drawn betwsen non-self-governing
territories and soverelgn States. Certain provisions relating to
non-gelf-governing territories had therefore already appeared in
‘the Yearbook.

The representative of Denmark proposed that the Commission on
Human Rights should recommend to the Deomomic and Social Cnun51l
to continue the publication of the Yearbook in the same way as before,
and to leave to the Secrelary-General the task of deciding vhether

or not it was necessary to ingert the court decisions.

The CHATIRMAN remarked that, in the countries where human
richts were protected hy the courts, court declslons were much more
important than the laws themselves. The decisions should therefore

appear in the Yearbook.

Miss BOWIT (United Kingdom) opposed the inclusion of court
decisions 1n the Yearbook and approved paragraph 1 of the draft
resolution of the Ukrainian S5R.

She pointed out that the draft resolution of Guatemala might meén
that very important decisions taken by courts of first instance --
which did not vreach hicher courbs because no appeal to the latter
was made ~- would be overlooked. Moreover, a large and highly ”
specialized staff would have Lo be recrulted to cope with all the

research york necessary for the application of that draft.

/ Mr{ SAGUES
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Mr. SAGUES (Uruguey) propoped that the Guatemalan draft
resolution ghould 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 Spenish edition of the Yearbook in Latin America.

Mr. Le BCSQUET (Secretariat) gtated that the Secretariat's
esﬁimate had been based on the publication costs of the Yearbook for
the past three years, and that it represented a minimum. He would
be'quite prepared to consider the possibility of printing the Yearbook
in South America; up to that time such a procedure had never been
possible on account of the limited time allowed for the publication

of documentse

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed
out that no dilfference should be made in the treatment accorded to
the various official languages. If it were decilded to publish the
Yéarbook in Spanish, 1t should appear also in Russian and Chinese.

In view of the swall number of leglslative provisions concerning
human rights exieving in Truast Territories, the proposal that the
Secretary-General should collect all the. texts of. those provisions
and include them in the Yearbook was perfectly justified. ’

The Danigh representative had suggested that the Secretary-General
should decide whother or not to include court decisions in the Yearbook;

the Commission itself should make that decilsion.

Mr. GARCTA-BAUER (Guatemala) asked that a separate vote
be taken on the preamble to the draft vesolution submitted by the
Ukrainian SSR. . _

The preamble to the Ukrainian SSR‘draft reéoiutibn was adopted

by 14 votes to mome, with 1 abstention.

Mr. GARCIA-BAUER (Guatemala) asked that a vote by roll-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.

/ In favour
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In favour: Belgium, Chile, Iran, United Kingdom, Ukrainian
Soviet Soclalist Republic, Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics

Against: Denmark, France, Guatemala, India, Lebanon,

Philippines, United States of America, Uruguay

Abstaining: Egypt

Paragraph 1 of the operative part of the Ukrainian SSR draft

regolution was adopted by 8 votes to 6, with 1 abstention.

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

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

Mro. CASSIN (France) said that almost all French laws were
applied in the Trust Territorlies under Frenchkadministration and
would, therefore, have to appear in the Yearbook, should paragraph 3

of the draft resolution be adopted.

Mr. INGIES (Philippines) said that 1t would be over-

s gimplifying 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 sinéle provision prohibiting compulsory labour. It would
be of Interest to publish the laws applied to the Trust Territories
only in so far ag they differed from thpse in force in the

1

metropolitan territory.

Mr. CASSIN (France) explained that the law of 11 April 1946
prohibited forced or compulsory labour in any form, In Madagascar

or elsevhere.

Mr. IEBEAU (Belgium) asked the represQniaﬁiVS of the
Ukrainian SSR Whethér‘he would agree to amend his dreft so as to
bring it into line with the Economic and Social Cduncil's resolution,
namely, that only provisions of a constitutional order be published f
and not all legislative provisions. Paragraph 3 of the Ukrainian SSR
Proposal, as it was now worded, was unacceptable; but he would accept

& less restricted form of words.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said
that‘he could not accept the Belgian representative 's verbal proposal.
’ / Mr. INGIES

A
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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 8SR.
A vote was taken by roll-call. '
. In favour: Egypt, Guatemala, India, Iran, Lebanon,
Philippines, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repuhlic,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Uruguay.

Against: Balgium, Chile, Denwark, France, United States
of America.
Abstaining: United Kingdom

Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution submittéd by the Ukrainian SSR

wag adopted by 9 votes to 5, with 1 abstention.:

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) explained thet she had abstained

from voting as she 4id not approve the wording of naragraph 3.

At the request of Mr. PAVIOV [Ukrainiasn Soviet Socialist Republic)
& vote was taken on the French amendment to the first paragraph of the

Guatemalan draft resolution.

The French acéndment was adopted.by 10 votes to 4, with 1 abstentiaon.

Mr. SAGUES (Uruguey) suggested stating that the Yearbook on Human
Rights should be published in Spanish "ag from 1949".:

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) accepted that suggestion.
Paragraph 1 of the draft resolution submitted by Guatewala, cs amended

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

A vote was taken on paragraph 2.

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

A vote was taken on paragraph 3.

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

A vote was taken on the Guatemalan draft resdlution as a whola.

The Guatemalen draft remolution as a whole was adopted by 10 votes
6o 3, with 2 abstentions.

/ QUESTION RAISED
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QUESTION RAISED BY THE REPRESENTATIVE O T
SENTENCING TO DEATH IN GRFUCE OF TA¥ MEN

COECERNIRG THR
TS UNTON

(discussion continued)

Mr. FELLOR (Legal Department) recslled tothe first question
upon which he had been asked to give his opinicy deslt with the
circumstances in which Mr. Evatt, rresident of the Genarml A Asgsembly,
had during the first part of the third session of the Gensral Assembly

“gent a communication to the Greek Govervment. On T November 1948,

Mr. Evatt had despatched two identical zomgunicatione, one to the
King of Greece and the other to the Prime Minister of the Greek
Government, Mr. Feller read the second communication.

There wae no need to dwell at length on the cirvcumstances in which
those communications had heen gent. The Gruek guoesgtion had been
included in the General Asgembly agcenda: 1t had been referred to the
Firgt Committee, where the question of ﬁhe imminent execution of the
ten trade union leaders had been waissd. It would also be remeubered

that at that time thé President of the Gensral Assewhbly had instituted
certain negotiations to recconcile the differences which meparated

Greece from its morthern neighbours, =nd the two telegrams in gquestion
had been despatched while that watter was heing copsidered.

The second question put to him wae what authority the Commission
on Humen Rights had, or might have, to decide to transmit to the
Greek Government a communication cn the irwinent exedution of certain
Gréak trade union leaders, or to upit the Chalrwen of the Commission
or the Secretary-Genersl to despatch such a communication.  The

Commission's authority was defined in the terws of reference conferred
upon it by the Economic and Social Coumcils M. Feller quoted the
begimming of the Council's resolution which contained those terms
of reference. The only provision in that text under which the
Commiseion could take the decision suggested, was contained in
raragraph 2, sub-paragraph (e). In that connexion, it should be

remenmbered that the Commission had authority to submit to the

Teonomic and Social Council cnly prepesals, reccmmendations and

reporte on the various questions snvigaged in its terms of referenqe.

There wers no provisions in the Compission's terms of reference

authorizing it to communicate directly with a Government or to

recommend to ite Chairman or to the Secretary-General that a specific

Question should be presenbed diractly to a Government.
/ Furthermors
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Furthermore the Commission's terms of reference should be considered
1o conjunction with the Economic and Social Council resolution 75 (V)
on Communications Concerning ﬁuman Rights.

In the circumstances, he thought that the Commission was not
authorized to adopt a resolution to transmit to & Governmant a
communication such as the one suggestsed, or to adcpt a resolution
‘inviting 1ts Chalrman or the Secretary~General to do so.

In conclusion, he said he had bo comments to meke on a decision
which the Commiseion's Chairman or the Secretary-General might

personally take on that matter.

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

- that any of the Commission's terws of reference to which Mr. Feller

had referred, forbade its Chairmen or the Secretary-General to despétch
a telegram asking for mercy to be shown towards the ten persons
condemned to death. The Commission had asked the Secretary-General

to gend to each Government & copy of the draft Coverant of Human Rights;
that constituted a precedént, end in the circumstances Mr. Pavlov
failed to see why the Commission could not take the decision he had
suggested in an infinitely wore serious matuoer.

He wondered whether, in view of the existing situation in Gresce,
it would not he -usaful and valusble to follow Mr. Evati's example.
There was no intention of opposing a legal decimion or of questioning
the validity of Greek laws, but merely of waking & plea for mercy.

The peoples of the USSR were following with the greatest attention
the Greek people's efforts to gain independence. ﬁhe question was

not only a legal one; 1t was essentially a moral ome.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the USSR representative of the agenda.
The question raised by hiw was not on the Commission'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-Gemeral to
arranges for the distribution of the draft Covenant of Human Rights
had nothing in comwon with the problem raised by Mr. Pavlov.
She did not think the Commission could, on i1ts own authority, send

such & communication to the Greek Government, or request the

Secretary-General to do so0.

/ Mr. LEBEAU
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Mr. LEBEAU (Bslgium) agreed with the representative of the USSR
that the Secretary-General or the Chairmen had a right to send, in their
personal capacity, such communications as they wight deew appropriate.
But under its terms of reference the Commission was not entitled to
meke such recommendations. Its functions were purely édvisory;
its terms of reference were limited and gave 1t no power whatever
to adopt a resolution calling upon the Chairmen or the Secretary-General

to make such a recommendation.

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukreinian 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 clemsncy for the ten Gresk trade
unionists condemmed to death. The Commission would thus become |
responsible for the fate of the condemned men. Since Mr. Hvatt had,
in similar circumstances and in his capacity as President of the
General Assewbly, sent a telegram, he did not ses ﬁhy the Chairmen 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 wag actually unable to take a humenitarian decision.
Its inability to do so wae due to the fact that in 1946, when it had
been instrubtsd to prepare a draft of its terms of refsrence, it had
formally asked the Council to permit it, pending the subsequent
establishmentbof other bodiss to act in that capacity, to ensure the
effective protection of human rights in individuel cases.

The Council had refused to accede to thet request, 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 fragic
proof that those who had wished to give the Commission more extensive
powers had been in the right. He hoped that the lesson would not be
in vain, and thet the Commission would in future be given the broader
powers and functions which it did not yet enjoy, and which the public
should kmow it 4id not enjoy. '
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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (discussion continued)

Artlole 15 (B /CN.4/253).

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as United States repregentative, saild
that the text proposed by the Drafting Committee was not clear, and
that if the provision it contained applied to all humen rights
it ghould not be inserted in the Covenant, es 1t was too vagus.
~ Bhe accepted the Philippines® proposal, but would prefer the word
) "everywhare" to be deleted. |

?

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) accepted the Chairmen's suggestlon.
Mr. MALIX (Lebanon) wished the word "everywhere" tu be retained.

" Mr. CASSIN (France) agresd with the Lebanese representative,
Article 6 of the Qéclaration of Humen Rights could be recast and
" pimplified, but he did not think that the word "everywhere" could be
,daieted. The purpose of article 6 was to abolish slavery completely,
ag 8laves had not the legal persomality which all persons should poesess,

particularly when they went outside the frentilers of their own country.

The CHATRMAN, speaking as T.Tnited States representative,

-~ withdrew her proposal. |

M. PAVLOVV(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that there
- were considerable discrepancies between the Inglish end French text of
srticle 6 of the Declaretion of Human Rights and agked that the

French text, which he thought the betier, should be the only one to
be consldered.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out thet the Philippine proposal (E/CN.L/232)
wag an exact translation of the French version of article 6.

The form of wordg proposed by the Philippines for article 6
wag adopted by 13 votes to none.

The meeting rose at 5.45 p.m.






