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AGENDA ITEM 17 

Non-governmental organizations (conti nued) (E/4647, 
E/4671, E/L.1251): 

(.2) Applications and re-appl ications for consultative 
s tatus; 

(9) Review of non-governmental organizations in con-
sultative status 

1. The PRESIDENT invited the Council to continue 
consideration of item 17, and reminded members that 
there was to be a vote on twelve organizations which 
the Council Committee on Non- Governmental Organi­
zations had recommended for inclusion in category IL 

International Association for the Promotion and Pro-
tection of Private Foreign Investments (continued) 

2. The PRESIDENT recalled that the Soviet delega­
tion had proposed to the CouncU (1582nd meeting) that 
the organization should be transferred from category II 
to the Roster. 

3, Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United States of America) con­
sidered that the organization, which was concerned 
with the general problem of private investment, should 
remain in category II. Some countries, including the 
Soviet Union, objected to private investment, and it 
was their privilege to do so, but the fact remained 
that many developing countries were seeking such in­
vestment. The United Nations position had a lways 
been that investment both in the private and in the 
public sector was important, since the effect in both 
cases was to promote the development of the r ecipient 
countries. If the Council decided to transfer the Asso­
ciation from category II to the Roster, It would look 
as if the United Nations was no longer interested in the 
private sector but was concentrating solely on the 
public sector. 

4. Mr. G.A TT 6 ROO MORENO (Mexico) said that he 
had not ye n able to obtain sufficient information 
on the actl ; of the organization, particularly on 
the kind of protection which it was endeavouring to 
provide for private foreign investment. Investment 
in developing countries should be protected primarily 
by the legislation of the countries concerned, and 
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should not be given special and discriminatory treat­
ment in relation to domestic investment. Consequently, 
the Mexican delegation would be obliged to abstain 
from voting on that Association. 

5. Mr. TOOOROV (Bulgaria) supported the Soviet 
proposal that the Association should be placed on the 
Roster. It was essent!ally a technical organization 
concerned with only one aspect of the work of the 
Economic and Social Council, whereas, under the 
provisions of Council resolution 1296 (XLIV) of 23 
May 1968, the only organizations to be classified in 
category D were those which had a special compe­
tence in, and were concerned specifically with. a 
few of the fields of activity covered by the Council. 
Moreover, the Association was not truly represen,ta­
tlve, since It only included members from western 
Europe and North America. 

6. Mr. BERRO (Uruguay) repeated the argument his 
delegation had put forward In the Council Committee 
on Non-Governmental Organizations: particularly on 
the eve of its Second Development Decade, the United 
Nations should avoid taking any Initiative likely to 
discourage foreign investors and to reduce the flow 
of capital to the developing countries. As had been 
rightly stressed at the second session of the United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development, held 
at New Delhi, the financial assistance provided to 
the disadvantaged countries by international organi­
zations was still very inadequate, and the great Powers 
were not helping them as much as they should. It was 
therefore essential for the developing countries to be 
able to obtain, quite apart from the resources pro­
vided by State agencies or international organizations, 
the private foreign capital they needed to ensure their 
econoroic and social development; hence the need not 
only to promote foreign private investments but a.llso 
t0 protect them. The elimination from category II of 
an Association whose task was precisely to study how 
to promote and protect private foreign investments 
was liable to discourage investors; the decision would 
be all the less justified as no provision of the consti­
tution of that Association was contrary to the prin­
ciples underlying Council resolution 1296 (XLIV). 
Therefore his delegation would vote against the Soviet 
proposal that the Association be transferred to the 
Roster. 

A vote was taken on the proposal of the Soviet 
delegation. 

The proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 3, with 
3 abstentions. 

International Recreation Association (continued) 

7. The PRESIDENT reminded the Council that the 
Soviet delegation had proposed (1582nd meeting) that 
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the organization should not be granted consultative 
status. 

8. Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United states of America) said 
that he was surprised by the Soviet proposal that no 
status should be granted to an organization which dealt 
with a vital problem facing the world of today and 
which would become increasingly serious in the world 
tomorrow, that of the constructive use of leisure. The 
purpose of the International Rrecreation Association 
was to develop appropriate facilities and opportunities 
for recreation and leisure in all countries. In fact, the 
only reason why the Soviet delegation 'opposed the or­
ganization was that it was at present conducting activi­
ties among refugees in Viet- Nam. How could It be re­
proached for attempting to provide some assistance to 
hundreds of thousands of people who were at present 
living in difficult and distressing conditions? From a 
purely humanitarian point of view, his delegation did 
not see why the activities of the Association should 
be ostracized by the United Nations, which Itself was 
concerned with the problem of leisure; he therefore 
favoured its being maintained in category n. 
9. 1\<tr. NASINOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) retorted that the International Recreation 
Association was not concerned with refugees; it 
mainly organized the recreation of the American 
military forces in Viet-Nam. The United Nations 
cou!ld not give its support to an organization which 
in reality was supporting the Un1ted Sta tes policy of 
aggression in Viet-Nam and whose activities were 
essentially political. That was why the Soviet de le­
gation had proposed that the organization be excluded 
from those granted consultative status. 

10. Mr. BERRO (Uruguay) said that, in his view, the 
activities of the International Recreation Association 
were not only related to the activities of the United 
Nations but were in conformity with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations Charter. The Asso­
ciation was merely trying to provide some measure 
of relaxation and spiritual peace in a world living in 
an atmosphere of violence and war nurtured by the 
cinema, television and the press, and ln which young 
people were growing up in constant fear ofworld war. 
It was to youth, in particular, that t he Inte rnational 
Recreation Association devoted the bulk of its activi­
ties, and the delegation of Uruguay had been fully 
convinced by the eloquent arguments adduced by the 
President of the Association when he appeared before 
the Council Committee on Non-Governmental Organi­
zations. It had noted that the aims of that Association 
were entirely praiseworthy and totally disinterested, 
and that it was simply a ttempting in Viet- Nam to pro­
vide a few hours of relaxation and entertainment for 
children to help them forget the war. In conclusion, 
he felt that it would be extremely regrettable to de­
prive of consultative status an association whose 
mission was to bring into the wor!ld a little of the 
spiritual nA"Ce which it needed so m1.11ch. 

A vot ; taken on the proposal of the Soviet 
delegat • ..,. .. 

The proposal was rejected by 18 votes to 3. with 
3 abstentions. 

11. Mr. KHANACHET (Kuwait); speaking in explana­
tion of vote, said that in view of the situation created 

in the Middle East by the uprooting of a lmost 2 m lllion 
refugees, he found it difficult to admit to the United 
Nations an organization whose efforts were devoted 
to the promotion of recreation, whl':~ hundreds of 
thousands of children were dying of hunger and others, 
lacking educational facilities, could not be sure in 
future of a life fit for human beings. 

12. The Association seemed to have done nothing to 
help those refugees, and his delegation had ther efore 
voted against its admission to consultative status. 

CARE (Cooperative for American Relief to, Every-
where, Inc.) ( United States of America) (continued) 

13. The CHA IRMAN said that the Council had before 
it a proposal by the Soviet delegation (1582nd meeting) 
that the organization should be transferred to the 
Roster. 

14. Mr. KOTSCHNIG (United States of America) 
pointed out that, since its establishment in 1947, the or­
ganization, which was essentially American, had done 
more in terms of food and other forms of relief for 
the people of the world than any other non-govern­
mental organization, and had a lways co-operated with 
United Nations organs. During the past twenty years, 
it had always been found at work in disaster-stricken 
areas, and had made a large contribution to the eco­
nomic development of the disadvantaged countries by 
providing them with food products, agricultural imple­
ments, school equipment etc. Since 1947 its assistance 
in that field Iliad totalled mor e than 1.5 thousand mil­
lion dollars, a nd there were few countries which had 
not benefited from its aid. His delegation therefore 
felt that the organization should r emain in category IT. 

15. Mr. NASlNOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) said he respected the view expressed by the 
United States delegation, a lthough he was not in a posi­
tion to appreciate its merits, but he maintained his 
position with regard to CARE. Nevertheless, in order 
to facilitate the work of the Council, his delegation 
would not insist on a vote, although in its opinion the 
proper place for a purely national organization like 
CARE was on the Roster. 

16. The CHAIRMAN said that s ince the Soviet dele­
gation did not insist on a vote, he would assume that 
the Council approved the retention of CARE in cate­
gory n. 

It was so decided. 

International Commi ssion for Jurists (continued) 

17. The CHAIRMAN observed that the Council had 
before it a Soviet proposal that no consultative 
status should be granted to the organization (1582nd 
meeting). 

18. Mr. NASINOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) pointed out in support of his delegation's 
proposal that the International Commission of Jurists 
was among those organizations which systematically 
abused their consultative s tatus by engaging in de­
famatory campaigns agai nst many Member states and 
interfering in their internal affairs. but could not find 
time to defend the rights of the oppressed peoples. 
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The organization's actiyities were clearly of a poli­
tical nature, and led one to suspect that it was being 
subsidized by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). 
It was precisely agalnst such organizations that the 
provisions of paragraph 36 (Q) of resolution 1296 
(XLIV) should be applied, and 1t was the CouncWs · 
duty to deprive the Commission of its consultative 
status. 

19. Mr. BERRO (Uruguay) said he felt that the Inter­
national Commission of Jurists was one of the most ' 
useful and important organizations for promoting a 
knowledge and appreciation of law throughout the 
world. If there was any problem with regard to that 
organization, it was only because the concept of "cri­
ticism" created a great deal of confusion. It was a 
serious mistake to see differences of opinion as proof 
of hostility or to brand every sign of disagreement as 
defamation. The decision handed down by the Inter­
national Court of Justice with regard to the mandate 
of South Africa over South West Africa was a case 
in point. The decision had aroused much criticism 
within the United Nations itself; should it therefore 
be concluded that the representatives, including him­
self, who had expressed their disagreement with it 
at the time and pointed out the errors it contained 
bad slhown that they were hostile towards the Court? 
Indeed, law would never have evolved in the absence 
of opposing schools of thought and without the help of 
able men whose constructive criticism was dictated 
only by their concern for improvement. That was the 
spirit which guided the work of the International Com­
mission of Jurists, a body consisting of· eminent per­
sons from all parts of the world whose int~grity and · 
moral character could not for a moment be questioned, 
That was evident merely from a glance at the names 
of the members of the Executive Committee of the 
Commission and the long list of their titles (see E/ 
C.2/R ,39/ Add. 2), The Commission comprised fifty­
six national sections; groups of jurists and lawyers 
from all countries in the world, even including 
Namibia, were affiliated to it. 

20. It was not true to state that the Commission had 
conducted defamation campaigns against the Govern­
ments of certain Memher States; what it had done was 
to analyse the juridical systems of the political 
r~imes of almost all Member states, regardless of 
cast. How could it be reproached, for example, for the 
conclusions it had reached withregardtoSouthAfrica, 
when that state had repeatedly been condemned by the 
United Nations itself? When it focused its attention on 
Angola or Namibia, the Commission's object was not 
to blame certain Member States but to expose ob­
jectively the acts contrary to law taking place in cer­
tain countries or territories. 

21. Constructive criticism carried out in the spirit 
of the United Nations Charter was extremely im­
portant. That was clearly the understanding of the 
lnternatio. :ommission of Jurists, as shown by 
its reply estion 7 of the questionnaire, (ibid.), 
namely, tlu~~ u the word •criticized" included evalua­
tions which were critical of laws or of legal systems 
which fell short of modern norms of the rule of law 
or did not conform with the requirements of the Uni­
versal Declaration of Human Rights and of United 
Nations international conventions, then the Commis-

sion had criticized specific aspects of the legal sys­
tem, the laws and legal administration of most States. 

22. ;\part from the question ·Of its usefulness, cri­
ticism was part of the right of freedom of expression. 
If that right had not been ex~rcised throughout history, 
the United States of America would stlll be a British 
colony, most of the Latin American countries would 
still be Spanish colonies and the Soviet Union would 
not exist. It was diversity of opinion which determined 
progress and events in the world. On a more strictly 
legal level, freedom of expression was embodied in 
the constitutions of all free peoples and in the United 
Nations instruments concerned with human rights, 
What kind of a world would It be tf all opposition were 
silenced? Was there any need to be reminded of the 
tragic unanimity of plebiscites in which no voice was 
raised in disagreement? Was dictatorship to be de­
fended? Since when were differences of interpretation 
prohibited by the Charter? For fifty years the most 
eminent jurists of the whole world had not succeeded 
1n reaching agreement on the definition of aggression 
because they could not reconcile their different inter­
pretations of the Charter. 

23, The International Commission of Jurists de­
served the Economic and Social Council's praise for 
the way in which it was carrying out an international 
duty with objectivity, impartiality, dignity and courage. 
It was for those principles that the President of one of 
the national sections had died in prison and that a 
member of the Commission had been imprisoned for 
four :v.ears. In the name of those principles, the mem­
bers of the Council should not allow themselves to 
inject political consideration into a problem which 
was essentially legal in nature, thereby preventing 
the Commission from making its proper contribution 
to the world. 

24, It had been alleged that the International Com­
mission of Jurists had received funds from certain 
United States foundations which had themselves re­
ceive(l funds from other foundations , etc. and that at 
the end of the line there stood an agency of the l)nited 
States Government. However, no valid evidence had 
been presented. and the President of the Commission 
had denied receiving any contribution whatsoever from 
the agency in question while admitting that it was dif­
ficult to have exact knowledge of what might be going 
on in each national section. The Commission adhered 
to the principle of not accepting any contribution which 
might compromise its independence. In that connexion, 
he observed that it was quite proper for Governments 
to assist non-governmental organizations which would 
otherwise be unable to survive. The important thing 
was that no conditions were attached to the contribu­
tions. Governments should certainly not be prevented 
from assisting in the useful work' performed by the 
vast majority of non-governmental organizations; it 
was only the buying of loyalty that must be condemned, 
However, nothing of the sort was observable in tlie 
present instance. Furthermore, those who questioned 
the objectivity of the Commission should note that, 
although some bad accused it of receiving funds from 
the, United states Government, the Spanish press and 
the Turkish press had alleged that lt was influenced 
by the Soviet Union. It was, in any event, inconceivable 
that the eminent individuals who headed the Commis-
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sion should be held suspect of compromising them­
selves in that manner, 

25. The Commission had a lso been criticised for not 
being sufficiently concerned about the position of the 
Middle East refugees. That accusation had been refuted 
at a meeting of the Committee on Non-Governmental 
Organizations dealing with the Commission. The 
President of the Commission had appeared before the 
Committee and had replied in a completely satisfactory 
man.ner to every question put to him, 

26. Mr. KHANACHET (Kuwait) said that his delega­
tion had studied with the greatest interes t the section 
of the report of the Committee on Non-Governmental 
Organizations dealing with the International Commis­
sion of Jurists, as well as the publications of that 
organization, with whose activities h.is delegation was 
quite familiar, He was obliged to observe that for 
twenty years, during which time the Palestine r~fugee 
problem had led to three wars and had been a matter 
of concern to every country In the world. the Inter­
national Commission of Jurists had done nothing to 
help t'he refugees r egain their rights. Yet the prob­
lems pertained to private, civil and commercial law, 
and many of them concerned individual cases. 

27. The Arab population of Palestine had been under 
Israeli occupation for nearly two years- during which 
period its fundamental rights had been violated by a 
military administration which subjected civilians to 
inhuman treatment in defiance of the most elementary 
principles of law. The International Commission of 
Jurists, which was now requesting the privilege of 
consultative status with the Economic and Social 
Council, had done nothing to defend the Arab civilian 
population. That was particularly unfortunate in that 
many members of the Commission were distinguished 
jurists of world repute whose assistance could be of 
value to the United Nations. It was therefore with 
regret that his delegation was obliged to vote against 
the granting of consultative status to the organization 
in question. 

28, Mr. TODOHOV (Bulgaria) said that, for the 
reasons already cited by the representatives of the 
Soviet Union aud Kuwait, he whole-heartedly supported 
the proposal that no status should be granted to the 
International Commission of Jurists. It was undeniably 
useful to have objective and impartial criticism; 
however, the Commission could rightly be accused 
of partiality, as was evidenced by the fact that its 
President had been unable to explain to the Committee 
on Non-Governmental Organizations why the Com­
mission had not taken an interest in the problems 
resulting from the war in the Middle East. His dele­
gation felt that no status should be granted to the 
Commission, and it would vote accordingly, 

29. Mr H A 'MBRO (Norway) said that he had parti-
cipated ,any years in the work ofthe International 
Commis of Jurists and had in that capacity in-
vestigated numerous violations of hurman rights in a 
number of countries. Jurists from many countries, 
including Norway, were members of the Commission, 
which was doing excellent work. The fact that criti­
cism of the organization came from such varied 
sources attested to Its impartiality, 

·------------------------
30. Mr. CH 8MIN (lJ:e land) said he was certain that 
the International Commission of Jurists defended 
human rights to the best of its ability. His delegation 
would like to see the Commission continue its out­
standing work and would vote for its retention in 
category n. 

A vote was taken 011 the pt·oposal of the Soviet 
delegation. 

The proposal was rejected by 21 votes to 4. 

World Jewish Cor1gress (continued) 

31. The PR ESIDENT drew attention to the proposal 
of the Soviet delegation that t.hc World Jewish Congress 
should not be granted €Jny collsultative status (1582nd 
meeting). 

32. Mr. EL HADl (Sudan) said that certain non­
govern menta.! organizations must be in a position to 
bring extraordinary pr e stige or knowledge to the 
United Nations , since the question of their admission 
to consultative s l:tlus was arous ing more lnterest in 
some United Nations bodies than other matters which 
would appear to be fa r more serious. Since such or­
ganizations as the American Jewish Committee openly 
aimed at shattering the s olidarity of the African and 
Asian countries, it could justifiably be asked how they 
could help to promote the aims and the Ideals of the 
United Nations. On closer examination, it became 
clear that the organizations in question were in fact 
purely political and were pursuing goals completely 
foreign to those of the United Nations. For its part, 
the Sudan was r esolute ly opposed to granting them 
consultative s tatus of any kind. 

33, It was an undeniable fact that the Zionist or­
ganizations were bas ically political o-rganiza tions 
having clostl ties with the authorities in the State of 
Israel and tha t it had always been their avowed ob­
jective to establish in Pales tine a homeland for the 
Jewish people. The entire history of Zionism from 
1897 to the p1·ese111. time attf;lsted to that fact, and the 
organizations in question were openly supported by 
the Israel authori.tles. The 5tate of Israel had adopted 
a law under whlch those organizations enjoyedofficial 
status; similarly, it had concluded an agreement under 
which the World Zionist Organization, which was duly 
recognized by the Israel authorities, was authorized 
to pursue its activities both in Israel and abroad, 
where it acted as a n off."l(;ia lagent of the Israel authori­
ties . The organic liuks between the World ZionistOr­
ganization and thP. State of Israel were clearly defined 
in the legislation enacted by the Israel authorities, 
and on official occasions the members ofthe executive 
bodies of the organization were given the same pre­
cedence as members of the Israel Government. 

34. The Zionist organiza tions were thus clearly 
political bodies whose basic function was to defend 
the Interests of the Israel authorities in the countries 
in which they were active; the Zionist organizations 
in the United States were no different in that regard 
from other similar organizations, as had been brought 
out in the inquiry made by the Foreign Relations Com• 
m ittee of the United States Senate in 1963. The in-



1583rd meeting - 19 May 1969 5 

qutry in question had shown that the Zionist organiza­
tions in the United States had received more than $5 
ml.llion from the State of Israel for t'he purpose of 
influencing United States public opinion and that they 
in fact functioned as agents of a foreign Power. 

Utbo ill U.N. 

35, Under the circi.tmstances, it was clear that the 
Economic and Social Council could not grant con­
sultative status of any kind to Zionist organizations. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

35601-0ecember 1970-1.900 


