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1. The CHAIRMAN announced that the Lebanese
(A/C3/LA415), Indian (A/C.3/L.416) and United
Kingdom {A/C.3/L417) amendments to the revised
dralt resolution submitted by Costa Riea {A/C3/
L.410/Rev.4) had been withdrawn, since they had
been iaken intg account in the revised draft.

2. Mr. PAZHWAK ({Afghanistan) withdrew his
amendments (A/C3/1.419), except that {or the in-
sertion of the words “Members and non-Members of
the United Nations™ after “Governments” in operative
paragraph 1 {2} of the Costa Rican draft resolution.
He would maintain the proposal for the addition of the
words “in their respective countries” at the end of para-
graph 1 {¢}, as it had been virtually accepted by the
working group.

3. Mr. FOMIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies)
pointed cut that the first Afghan amendment had been
accepted, and that its emission from the English text
was obviously an error. Incidentally, when he had re-
ferred to errors in Russian at the 582nd meeting, he
had been referring to the written translation, not to the
interpretation.

4, Mr. KOY (Haiti) maintained the oral proposal he
had made at the 582nd meeting, that the words “six
months” should be replaced by “four menths” passim.

5, Mr. HOOD {Australia) said that he was maintain-
ing his amendment {(A/C.3/1.423).

6. The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the Guate-
malan amendment (A/C.3/1.425}.

7. Mr. AZEKQUL (Lebanon) drew attention to the
lack of concordance between the English and French
versiong of the initial phrase in operative paragraph 3.
The French should he brought into line with the English
text.

Rica

8, Replying to the CHAIRMAN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ
FARREGAT (Uruguay) said that he had submitted
his amendment {A/C.3/1.420) without being able to
consult other deiegations, in order to meet the time-
[imit. It had not heen discussed by the Committee and
he had found Httle support for it so far. He would not
press it, although he stili believed that the Third Com-
mittee should not hand over the entire work of com-
pilation to the Secretariat. He would not, accordingly,
vate for operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution
as it stood.

9. Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) ohsetved that the
word “examined” had been substituted for the words
“has discussed”, which had appeared in the original
draft and earlier revisions of the second paragraph of
the preamble. There was a difference of meaning: “ex-
amination” implied detailed discussion, but the discus-
sion in the Third Commitfee had been general, The
original translation of the Spanish word “examinado™
should be retained.

10, Mr, ZUAZO CUENCA {Bolivia} said that there
was a difference n the meaning of the words “cramenar”
and “discutir” in Spanish.
11. Mz KING (Liberia) said that he would support
the retention of the word “examined”, hecause delega-
tions had had to examine the drafts hefore they could
express their views on them.
12. Mz NUNEZ {Costa Rica) satd that he would
maintain the word “exominade” in the Spanish text; it
had heen there from the outset and he saw no good
reason o change it
13. Mr. MATTHEW (India} ohjected that what was
involved was a matter of fact, not of translation, as the
United RKmgdom representative had observed. As the
Costa Rican representative wished to retain his word,
the Indian delegaton would submit an amendment
A/C3/LA26) replacing the word “examined” by
the word “discussed”,
14, The CHAIRMAN asked whether the word “ees”
should not he substituted for the word “des” in the
French text of the third paragraph of the preamble, to
correspomdd with the Spanish “estos” and the Enplish
“these",
15, Mr. NUREZ (Costa Rica) said that he would
retain the word “estos™ in the Spanish text.

16, Mr, JUVIGNY (France) and Mr. FOMIN (Un-
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics) cbjected that an
equivalent for “esfes” would make no sense, because
“these international covenants” were drait covenants
only, and draits, having no legal {orce, could not effec-
tively safeguard rights,

17. Mr, PAZHWAK {Alghanistan} said that if the
word “these” was altered, he would biave to reverse
his withdrawal of the stipulation he had made at the
532nd meeting that the paragraph should refer un-
equivocally to the draft international covenants which
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had been before the Third Committe: and move it in
the form of an amendment.

18, Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica) said that it had been
precisely to meet that point that he aad, at the Uru-
guayan representative’s suggestion, sulstituted the word
“estos” for the word “unos”. He woull accept “los pac-
tos”, but “estos pactos” was clearer,

19. Mrs. TSALDARIS (Greece) agreed with the
Afghan representative. The paragraph should refer
specifically to the draft covenants sent by the Commis-
sion on Human Rights to the Third Committee
(E/2573, annex 1). Any other wording might give the
false impression that the Committee intended to draft
further covenants and that certain fundamental rights
might be eliminated to be transferrei to instruments
which had not yet, and might never, comne into existence.
The reference to giving peoples specific instruments to
safeguard the rights of the human person, which had
been used iu the second revised drait (A/C.3/L.410/
Rev.2), might well have been retained.

20. The Haitian representative’s oral amendment limit-
ing to four months the period allowed for observations
from Governments, agencics and organizations, merited
consideration. With it, the Secretariat would have more
time (o prepare the compilation and ~he Governments
would be better able to prepare for the debate at the
tenth session of the General Assembly.

21. Mr. ABDEL GHANI (Egypt) said that he had
understood that, if operative paragrash I (¢) of the
draft resolution were adopted, the Secretariat would
interpret the words “non-governmental organizations”
to mcan such organizations as had heen granted con-
sultative status by the Economic and Social Council.
He therefore hoped that, in order to enable the Com-
mittee to estimate the practical value o’ that part of the
Costa Rican proposal, the Secretariat would supply a
clear answer to two questions: first, whether there were
any non-governmental organizations vwith consultative
status having their headquarters, or fa:ling that, having
branches or afliliates, in the Non-Self-Governing Terri-
tories and Trust Territories and havitg the protection
of human rights as their primary interest; and secondly,
whether such organizations regarded their main objec-
tive as the promotion of the right of self-determination
and considered that all other rights depended on it.

22. Although the draft covenants were approaching
the final stages, the role of public opinton was more
important than ever. The meetings of the experts of the
Commission on Human Rights and siriilar bodies over
the past six years had attracted comparatively little at-
tention, hut nuow that the draft coven:nts had reached
the General Assembly, the public should be given every
opportunity to discuss them. The Secretariat had an
imperative duty to publish full inform:tion on the pur-
pose and principles of the covenants, tagether with the
arguments and opinions expressed by the experts who
had drafted them, through all the media at its disposal,
particularly its foreign language broadcasts, as it had
done in the case of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. A most instructive book might be compiled on
the draft covenants in the official and other languages
and an issue of the United Nuations iReview could be
devoted to it, as the United Nations Educational, Scien-
tific and Cultural Organization had published a special
issue of its bulletin on the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights,

23, Mr. HUMPHREY (Secrctariat) said that there
were 252 non-governmental arganizations with consulta-

tive status. None of them had their headquarters in
Non-Seli-Gaverning or Trust Territories, but sixty-
eight had branches or afliliates in those Territories;
with those, however, the Sceretariat maintained no di-
rect relationship. Forty-five of them appeared to be
interested in human rights. There was nothing in the
records to indicate whether the orgamizations were
primarily interested in self-determination. The Secre-
tariat could not guarantee the accuracy of that informa-
tion, although it was based on the latest available data,

24, Mr. JUVIGNY (France) said that the difficulty
ol inserting the word “the” or “these” before “inter-
national covenants” in the third paragraph of the pre-
ambie was purely one of language and logic. So far the
covenants were merely dratt covenants and as such
incapable of saleguarding the rights of the human per-
son. To adopt a draft resolution containing a passage
mn that form would amount to asserting that all sixty
members of the Committee agreed that the drait cove-
nants would, when adopted, absolutely protect human
rights; yet it was obvious that there was considerable
difference of opinion in the Committee as to the effec-
tiveness of the covenants or parts of them. The wording
of the third paragraph should thereiore be kept as it
was,

25. It was & pity that the Israel representative’s ob-
servations (532nd meeting )} on the sixth paragraph of
the preambie had not received more attention; as the
Australian representative had pointed out, the consid-
erandum of that paragraph did not properly correspond
to operative paragraph 1 (¢). It was untrue that public
opinion had not expressed itself fully and freely on the
draft covenants ; some thirty or forty non-governmental
organizations had observed the proceedings of the Com-
mission on Human Rights, and statements on the cove-
nants or related subjects had been made Ly such or-
ganizations to the Soctal Committee of the Economic
and Social Council at its eighteenth session. They did
not, of course, represent the whole of public opinion,
but they did represent a large section of it, as the
Charter of the United Nations had recognized. Thus the
sixth paragraph of the preamble was neither true nor
directly relevant to the operative part.

26. There were two possible interpretations of the
words “non-governmental organizations concerned with
the promotion of human rights, including those in the
Non-Seli-Governing and Trust Territories”, in opera-
tive paragraph 1 (c). Either the Secretary-General
could invite all recognized non-governmental organiza-
tions, whether or not they had branches in the depend-
ent Territories and without taking the responsibility
of deciding whether or not they were primarily con-
cerned with human rights, to submit their observations
on the draft covenants, or he could communicate with
all non-governmental organizations, national as well as
international. The second alternative would entail com-
munication with thousands of organizations which
would be less representative than the recognized inter-
national non-governmental organizations; it would be
an enormous task in itself and would create a precedent
for dealing directly with individuals and unofficial
bodies over the heads of Governments, contrary to the
principles of the United Nations.

27. It could be assumed that the branches of recog-
nized non-governmental organizations in the dependent
territories would make their views known through their
parent organizations.
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28. Thus there was an excellent case for following
the procedure established by the Economic and Social
Council in dealing with non-governmental organizations,
rather than creating a new and doubtful procedure,
especially by a more or less indirect reference in the
body of a procedural resolution on a quite different
subject.

29. Mr. EL-FARRA (Syria} said that the main dif-
ference between the original text of the third para-
graph of the preamble and the text as amended at the
United Kingdom suggestion lay in the word “effec-
tively”. It was a strange coincidence that the Interna-
tional League for the Rights of Man, a non-govern-
mental organization with consultative status, had used
the same term in a letter to the Committee recommend-
ing that the right of seli-determination should not be
included in those draft covenants. It had been said
that the United Kingdom amendment had not vitally
affected the substance, vet the effect was to draw a dis-
tinction hetween rights which could and rights which
could not he effectively safeguarded. Human rights
were indivisible. They would lose their significance,
appeal and value if they were to be put to the political
test as to what rights could, in the opinion of some, be
effectively protected, and what rights could not. It was
the Committee’s task to establish them without regard,
at that stage, to whether, under current conditions, they
could be effectively safeguarded. The United Kingdom
delegation had, without giving convincing reasons, sup-
ported the exclusion of the right of self-determination
from the covenants, which, in the Syrian delegation’s
opinion, would be seriously detrimental to them. The
United Kingdom amendment was in line with the one
submitted by the United Kingdom during the general
dehate, aiming at the exclusion of the right of seli-
determination from the operative part of the covenant.
To add the word “the” or “these” to the third para-
graph of the preamble would not improve the paragraph
so long as the word “effectively” remained. The Syrian
delegation preferred the original text and would abstain
on the text now proposed.

30. U MAUNG MAUNG SOE (Burma) said that
his delegation agreed in principle with the Costa Rican
draft resolution.

31. It had no strong views on the Australian amend-
ment (A/C.3/1.423), but it could not agree with the
amendment proposed orally by the Haitian representa-
tive, whereby the time allowed in operative paragraph
1 {«) of the draft resolution would be reduced from
six months to four months. The Burmese Government
would require the full time to study the draft covenants
in relation to its own legislation.

32. Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said that he
would vote for the Indian amendment {A/C.3/L.426)
hecause the word “discussed™ accurately described the
Committee’s work on the draft covenants at the ninth
session of the General Assembly.

33, He objected to the use of the word “these” to
qualify “international covenants” in paragraph 3 of the
preamble. The question was not one of principle or
substance, but one of language. The proposed particu-
larization led to the assumption that the texts as they
stoed would effectively safeguard the rights of the
human person; that could not be said, however, of
documents which merely constituted the basis of the
Committee’s work, were not in their final form and
had no legal force. The purpose of the paragraph was

to describe the kind of instruments that the Committee
wished to achieve.

34. He assured the Syrian representative that, in pro-
posing the amended wording of that paragraph, his
delegation had had no intention of weakening the po-
sition of those who favoured the inclusion of an article
on the right of seli-determination in the drait coven-
ants, The purpose of the amendment had been to bring
the paragraph into line with the facts. Although the
principle set forth in the first three versions of the
Costa Rican draft resolution was correct, the reference
to the urgency of giving peoples specific instruments to
safeguard human rights was out of place in a resolu-
tion concerned with the programme of work of the
Third Committee, since work on the covenants would
continue for at least a year; moreover, the peoples
could be given those instruments only by the accession
of their Governments. The word “effectively” had been
used because many delegations had criticized the drafts
on the grounds that important rights were not ade-
quately safeguarded in them; the use of the same word
with regard to the inclusion of the article on self-
determination in a communication from the Interna-
tional League for the Rights of Man was purely coinci-
dental and he would not object to its deletion if the
Syrian representative so wished. The new wording was
not intended to suggest in any way the preparation of
further covenants; it was based on the assumption that
the covenants which would finally emerge would re-
sult from consideration of the draits then before the
Committee.

35. He considered paragraph 1 (c¢) of the operative
part unsatisfactory. In the first place, it was improper
for the General Assembly to go on record with a re-
quest which tmplied that public opinion was apathetic
and that there was need to stimulate public interest in
the covenants. That implication could not be proved
and was inconsistent with many of the statements made
during the general discussion. It was not for the Gen-
eral Assembly to issue what seemed to be &4 desperate
appeal, as if at that stage every possible step had to
be taken to arouse any interest whatsocver among the
public.

36. Secondly, if the non-governmental organizations
concerned were not to be limited to those in consultative
status with the Economic and Social Council, the Gen-
cral Assembly’s invitation would have to be extended
directly, by publicizing the resolution itself, as it would
be impossible to identify, let alone communicate with,
all organizations. The only purpose in stimulating pub-
lic interest could be that public opinion would exercise
pressure on Governments with regard to the covenants.
While no democratic State could object to such pres-
sure being brought to bear, it was not for the General
Assembly to invite unspecified organizations to take
steps with a view to influencing Governments. The
logical conclusion of the adoption of such a procedure,
on the ground that the subject was vitally important
and that its discussion was entering upon the final
stages, would be that the United Nations should call
upon organizations to stimulate public interest in all
important and controversial subjects, such as disarma-
ment and atomic energy. That would be an entirely
novel, and in his delegation’s view, undesirable, pro-
cedure.

37. Thirdly, a resolution relying on publicity to enter
into contact with unspecified organizations transgressed
the recognized arrangements for relations between the
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United Nations and public opinion through the non-
governmenta!l organizations with consultative status,
Those organizations were a representalive cross-section
of public opinion and as such had mide many useful
contributions to the work of the United Nations. In
the matter of human rights, the many interested or-
ganizations had submitted statements f principle, sug-
gestions, amendments and proposals. I'or example, the
Uruguayan proposal lor the appointment of an at-
torney-general for human rights was partly based on
the suggestion of a non-governmental ¢ rgamzation. De-
parture from the accepted practice wis not only con-
trary to the spirit of the United Nations Charter, but
was likely to discourage the organizations in consulta-
tive status {rom continuing the effectivz assistance they
had given. As an example of activities in that sphere,
branches of interested organizations in the United
Kingdom had sct up a working group on human rights,
which had exchanged views with the Government de-
partments concerned. Public opinion would express it-
self in its own way, without instructions from the
General Assembly.

38. Mrs. CISELET (Belgium) said that she would
vote for the Indian amendment (A/C.3/L.426) to the
second paragtaph ol the preamble.

39, She agreed with the French representative that
the word “des” should be used in the third paragraph
of the preamble. She drew attention tu anocther differ-
ence between the French version and the English and
Spanish versions: in English and Spanish, the verb
“safeguard” was in the future, but in French it was
in the present, which altered the meaning of the pass-
age.

40. She could not support the Haitan oral amend-
ment, as it would be difficult enough ior Governments
to consider and comment on the proposed compilation
in six months; reduction of the time limit would make
their task impossible.

41. Tumally, she associated herself v:ith the French
and Uniterdd Kingdom representatives” objections to
paragraph 1 (c¢) of the operative part

42. Mr. ZUAZO CUENCA (Bolivia} asked the
Costa Rican yepresentative whether the compilation of
observations would give the views of Governments in
eatenso, or whether comments would bz summarized.

43, Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica) replied that, although
verbatim texts of observations would not be given, the
compilation would provide an accurate expression of
armendiments, additions and ohservatiors.

44, Mr. ZUAZO CUENCA (Bolivia) considered
that, in those circumstances, the procedure proposed in
the Urnguayan amendment (A/C.3/L.420), providing
for a sub-committee of the Third Com nittee, would be
the most appropriate. A report prepared by a group
representing the schools of thought expressed in the

Committee would convey the underlying ideas of ob-
servations more accurately than would a summary
prepared by the Sccretariat. He hoped that the Uru-
guayan representative would re-introduce his amend-
ment,

45. Mrs. AFNAN (Iraq) agreed with representatives
who considered that the word “discussed” was more
accurate than the word “examined” in the second par-
agraph of the preamble, but pointed out that the word
“discussion” was used in paragraph 3 of the operative
part, relating to the second reading of the draft cove-
nants.

46. The Afghan representative had rightly drawn at-
tention to the fact that the peoples of Non-Seli-Govern-
ing and Trust Territories were as much interested in
the covenants us the peoples of other countries, but it
was doubtful whether the purpose of allowing them to
express their views would best be served by inviting
non-govermmental organizations to stimulate interest.
As the Egyptian representative had pointed out, only
national organizations in the Territories could express
public opinion; the activitics of such organizations
might be calleil revolutionary or subversive.

47. It was also doubtiul whether non-governmental
organizations in consultative status with branches in
Non-Seclf-Governing and Trust Territories could ade-
quately express or stimulate public opinion. For ex-
ample, the International League for the Rights of Man
had branches in the Belgian Congo and in Togoland.
Nevertheless, it had advised against the inclusion of the
article on the right of self-determination in the cove-
nants. It was hardly likely that the branches in the
Territories had been consulted on the suliject.

48. It was true that the public was not apathetic about
the covenants, but it was no less true that public opinion
should have means of expression. For example, despite
the great public interest in the United Nations among
Americans, the New York Press laid little stress on the
fact that the Jraft covenants were hefore the General
Assembly for the first time. She would be glad if pub-
Jic opinion conld he stimuiated in her country, in order
that the Government and the people should work to-
gether to achieve the implementation of human rights.

49. The CHATRMAN pointed out that the Commit-
tee had to decide whether it should hoid another meet-
ing on the draft covenants, as it had already execeded
the number of meetings fixed by its previous decision
(A/C3/L.A0D).

50. Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay)
proposed that the debate should be continued, in view
of the new ideas that had been introduced during the
mecting.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.

Printed in U.S.A.,
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