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1. Mr. NUSEZ (Costa Rica) drew the Committ.z's
attention 1o the corm {W}L’ilﬂfﬂﬂﬂf
Corr.] and 2) to the dralt resolution sumitied by Costa
Hiez (ASCI/LAID Revd). i wn 1 merely
Lrought the English text into line with the French and
Spanish versions, Corripendum Z had been sugpested by
the Chilean repfesentative, and it was hoped that it
would climinaie tive difficully some deleyations had Lad
with the secund paragraph of the preamble by allawing
a broadar interpretation of the word “rromoseds”

2. With regard o ph 1 (c) of the ive
jurt of the dralt resolubion, 1 was boe that -
ments, the specialized 2gences and the non-govern-

mental orgamazations had already expressed their opin-
ions in general terms, and many of their ideas had been
incorporated in the Jdralt covenants. The draft coves
nants, which were almost completed, constituted a new
document. it was hoped, bowever, that a synoplic view
of world opinion on the new mstruments and thar spe-
cific provisions could be obtained.

1. All possible means ol pathering the ideas of the
public should be used. Governments which were sensi-
tive 1o public opinion in their own countries would no
:LI::L-I, wish “"ﬁ“m lhuﬁnigdltn_lt_::mlvu and revise
their own atbitudes a0Cor ¥ nm-::n-l-::mn::m]
orpanizatons were only oor channel by which the
United Nations could make contact with world public

inion, but 3 effecdve one, both for obtaining the
:Fb:w: of the i and for disseminating inlormation
about the draft covenants; to instruct the Sccretariat Lo

obtain and disseminate those views without their assist-
ance was to give it an almost impossible task.

4. The lact that the draft resolution spoke of stimulat.
ing pablc micrest did not mean that there had been po
interest previowsly in human rights in peperal; what

0/Rev.4 and Corr.1 snd

was Tequired was to concentrate public interest on the
dralt covenants themselves,

5. ltmn:tm:iumﬁmniﬂndnl:}rudqﬁu:h::
restrict the invitation 10 ROO-LOVETTEmEN A
with consultative status, but to open the door Lo ideas
and olmervations from all organizations interested in hu-
man rights. 1ir was, however, prepared 1o consider such
a restnction. The ific menthen of organiztions i
dependent territories was intendal to nuake it clear 0
the indipenous inhalitants tlat they were not excluded
from the benehits of the covenants and that thar opn-
sons would be welcomed and considerad;: no reflection
on the administering Powers was Intendod.

6. Mr, EL-FARRA (Syria) said that he was grateful
tu the United Ki representative for his statement
at the 583nd mecting, but stressed that his own view of
the word ':ﬂ'mivﬂr“;dubﬂq h::-ﬁllnuu!..t;'l:u: by the
Internationz" League Hights o in a

sent to every meomnber of the Third Committee, That
organiztion hldluppmtcdﬂ::‘hﬂutﬂtg:mpk
of self-determination should be excluded from

rants, thus indicating that suwch non-governmental
organiztions Jid not necessarily give a true reflection
of public opandon. L
7. He weloomed the United Kingdom representative s
acveptance of the omisyizs of the word “:ﬂ'ccuﬂgi".
and he kad submitted an amendment (ASCI/LAZE)
1o that effect: best il the Greek amendment (A/CY/
1.430), which was Ff'ﬂlrm' was adopled,

he would not press his own L

% Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) ol
served that to the intrinsic difficulty of drafting the
third paragraph of the presmible satisfactorily had been
added a series of Fopuistic difficelties. The United
Kingdom representative had stawed the posibon very
clearly (583rd mecting ). 11 the paragraph was to refer
to “the” or “these” covenants, the mood of the verl
*safeguard” would have to corrapond to the meaning
required.

9. Operative raph 1 (¢} had caused a good deal
of discussion, m;:m representative had suffi-
Gently explained its underlying principle. There should
b a umversal attitude towards the covenants; the sell-
poverning part of the human family should not scparate
itself Trom the non-sell-governing part. Politically sov-
ercign and independent nations hal developed a State
apparitus which, in democratic countries, was regarded
a3 the servant of the individual and a means by which
he could secure the enj ot of his rights, bat Non-
Sell-Governing and Trust Territories had no such fac-
lities. It was therefore just that theor wows Hm:uhl
receive soecial consideration, The Uruguayan delegation
could see no difficulty i{1 abtaining IJ'H:-Ir.er q:u;mm
through npon-povernmental organizations, Far (rom
being a Jdesoerate appeal, a3 the United Kingdom rep-
resentative had described it, it was an expression of
sclidarity in the spirit of the United Navions Charter.
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1. He was surprised that the United Kingdom repre-
sentative had eriticized the Uruguayan delegation lor
inltaining idexs Trim mn-Funmumm.t organizations.
Conanltizy: with such organizations hal the same advan-
tape as consulting with other delepations when submit-
ting a I, To be effective such consultation should
be cHirect amd mit through intermadiaries ; that was why
many delegations were anxious that the non-govern-
mental organizations in the dependent territories should
not be excluded.

11. The Cesta Rican representalive’s ex ion ol
the role of the Secretariat in collecting amd disseminating
olscrvations and had clearly shown the need
for the Uruguayan proposal (AfC3/L420)—which
had been withlrawn—to set up a sub-committes. How-
ever much confidence was placed in the Secretagiat, and
lerwever cificient it might be 7+ the routine work of col-
Iection ane disscisimation, the interpretation and prescne
tation of the ||I.urrn:;rglm received had lln Le |a-|:il'n-rtr;:d
by a lixly with political responsilility. In view of that,
1& Um;{mrm fh—:ﬂm wuukd .!'m(fil difficult 10 vole
for operative paragraph 2 as it stoodd, and would e
pleased if fuicre speakers showed sufficient interest in

the idea of the sulcmumittee 1o make it worth while to

reinfroduce it.

12, The Uruguayan delegation would vote on the re-
maining amendments on the lasis of the principles it
lad already cuthned.

13, Mro QUAN (Guatemala) said that her delega-
tion's amendment (ASCI/L.A25) 10 operative para-
graph 3 had been based on the third revision of the
Costa Rican draft resclution {A/C3/LALD/Rev.d)
and was inteniled merely to clarily the wording. Most
of it would still apply to the lourth revision. First, the
repetition of the word “srsionrs™ in the Spanith version
kad been eliminated. Secondly, the wonds “priority™
—indicating ¢oce in order—and “preflerence™—
indicating protity of importance—hal been used 10
meet the ohijection=—raised sgainst the text of the third
reviticn—ihat the initial meetings would have lo be
devotn] 1o the election of officers anl the adoption of
the agenda. Thirdly, the expression “por ariieslos”™ had
leen wscd insteasd of “arilcale por artivule”™ in order 1o
pive greater fexibility—a distincthm ol language that
could not be seproduced in the English version.
Fourthly, from the English and Spanish wording—baut
not the Fremch—uol the original, it might seem that
it was the new ariicles, not the Jdraflt covenants as o
witole, which were to e adopted an the earlicst poasible
cate, By dividing the sentence and changing the tense
of the verb that confusion had been eliminated.

14. Mr. AZKOUL (Leanon), introducing  the
amendment proposcd jointly by the Egyptian and Lela-
nesc deleraions (ﬁf&..],.fl,..l?‘}}. lrew atlention to cer-
tain errors in the text. The first amemdment was to the
thiril paragraph of the preamble, nut to paragraph 3 of
the operative part; the word “reaffirms” should read
“reafhirming™ and the second and third amendments
should le combingl, the new paragraph proposed being
inteniles] 10 replace paragraph 1 () but to be inseriel
letween aperative jaragraphs 2 and 3,

15, The purpose of the amendment was to produce
a wording which would serve the purpose ariginally
imtenale] and eliminate the virtually irreconcilable diver-
proces of view, Two main trendds of thought had
emerpe! with regard ta the third paragraph of the pre-
amlile, One proun of dedezatinns prelerred th, amission
of the wenl “the™ or “these™ before “international

cuvenants”. One hasic objection was that that wording
milght e sonstroe] as meaning that some other coves
mants shoubl be slopted as scon as possible, and that
would le erpuivalent to wiping out all the work done 10
far. "l'lﬂﬂ-: seemel] to be dm way of avosding
giviqg: that impression ralting chanpes. The oppos-
g Eroup favoasree thelwmmi-m of ﬂ::m “fheese™,
making it clear that the reference was 1o the dralts
Lefore the Commitiee, which were qualified by the
phrase “which will effectively saleguard the righta o
the human person”, That ification had been rightly
criticized. Many thought that the drafts as they stood
dicl nt wicquately salcguard human rights: the cove-
nants might do so when amended. The two mlefpreta-
lions were itreconcilalle, especially with regand to the
article on the right of self-determination. Those who
advocatid ita inclusion in the dralt covenants thought
that fts inclusion would in itsell efectively protect
human oights, whereas those who that vicw
asserted that only by its exclusion ! hunan rights
be eflectively protecied. The qualification, therelore,
sinply tml-J{d the sme wording 1o be wed for two
wholly contradictory interpoetations.

16. The only way out was to s=turn to the original
intent. The qualification stated nothing new ; the princi-
ple had, indeed, been the basis of all the work on the
draft covenanis. The purpos: ol e paragraph was o
irdicate that the General Ascembly at its ninth session
consilered it im t that the draft covenants in thar
final form should be adopled as soon as possilde. That
was the new idea. The final form might be the existing
text or an amended one, but the final form had to be
specifien], otherwise the paragraph might be thought 1o
refer exclusively to the existing furm. Thus, il the joint
amendment were adopted, it would be clear both that
there was no thought of an indefinite number of cowve-
nants and that the draft covenants might be amended.

17. The Greek amendment {A/C.3/L.430 and Corr.1)
certainly avaided the existing difficultics, but it added
nothing of practical value, 1t might have been useiul if
imtroduced at the outset of the work, but the juea in it
had long been taken for granted by most delegations.
It was open to the same criticism a3 the wording “the
covenants” and it omitted the idea of the time clement,
the key to the paragraph.

18, The Syrian amendment (ASCI/LAZE) scomed
puintless s if human riphts were to be protected, they
should be protected effectively.

19, \Vith eperative paragraph 1 (), tog, the amend-
peent was desipned 1o restore the original purpose,
which had apparently been lost sight of in the welter of

dralting and other chanpes. Originally there had bern
twn quite separate ideas in that paragraph: first, that
the non-governmental organizations should present their
commenis on the draft eovenants and, secondly, that
they sheuld stimulate public interest in them. The first
idea had been jettisoncd, The only idea that remained
was the stimulation af puhﬁ-;: N, 30 idea based on
the Epyptian delegation’s preliminary statement in the
delate (5718t meeting) and on the assumption that
world pulilic opinion was not sufficiently aware that the
dralt covenants had been completed and were to be
adopled as soon as possible. The muain difficulty with the
text as it stid] was that of the definition of the non-
povernmental organizations concerned with the

tion of human rirhis. Some members thought that ail
such orpanizations, national and intermational, should
be inviied] to stimulate {li'ﬁﬂ‘lf'm, cthers that l‘.lﬂ-l}' thase
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having consultative status with the Eccnomic and So-
cial il should be 1o Invited.

20, Should the joint amendment be rejicted, he would
support the restnction 1o irations with comscltative
statiss, jncluding their branches in Non-Secll-Governing
Territorics. He would be only too glad il it were pos-

gible to invite all m&m but
that create endless complications
even stultily the Everyone agreed Lﬁhtf:

listed in any document and many of them had no de-
finite status. Thus, in the absence of a Jetter from the
Suﬂmj-ﬂtmﬂﬂm.ppﬂlwmﬂh:mudlﬂm
effectiveness, whereas il it was restricted to nm
tions with consultative status, the Sccretary

eoub] address each of them individually and the General
Assemlly would know that the communication had been
receivol

21. .\ matter of principle
Assembly, comjesed af 1
ekl el poasibly address all non-
panizations without knowing whether they were legally
established | some might be llegal Accordingly, the
qualifieation “legally established” would have to in-
seried. Dot that gave rise to a further diffculty : there
might be organizatioes in Non-Sedl Governing Tern-
torics which were very much concerned with homan
rights but not y estaldizhed. The ph would
r:[lii-ﬁll £XE them. They were to stimulate public
TpRIN T”:Tl ilde means; but a3 they were nol in
any way by the Charter of the United Nations,
they might even ronstrue that as an invitation to revolu-
tion. The General Assembly could not jasue such an
unqualifinl invitation. Some Governments might have
refused the legal establishment of an organization for
TEaLmns, , of national security. Soch an organiza-
1'::. Tuh-m!i:1|1::1 ity SEREErm !I'Inr human rights, mipht use
the paragraph as a pretext for applying for legal estab-
lishment, 1T the (E:wmnmt pl:p:nctmh't refused, it
woull be in breach of a General Assembly resolution;
if it agreed, it would be liying itsell open prec’ <y t
the damper it had hoped to avoid by nl’:pﬁn: exzl
eetaldishient. But, i the invitation was confined to
wrpanizations in eonsultative status with the Economic
aned Secial Council, the Assernbly could be sure that
they were legally estalilished and would use only means
sanctioned by the United Nations Charter.

22, It would, however, be preferalde for the Commit-
tee 1o fevert to the orizinal purpose. It should call on
ihe marmal & for the dissermnination of information
alemst the United Nations, the riment of Pullic
Infeniation, He was quite aware that the Department
wWan I:I;mrt ¢ engaprd in disseminating such information,
Lt i1 might be encouraged to coneentrate more on the
draft eovenants and to make a grester effort il it knew
that the General Assembly felt that the dralt covenants
warrantel i1, The Secretary-General was not being
skl te emtark on any new activities ; the joint amend-
ment (ASCI/L AT} exprewsly specified that he should
use only the media of information available 1o him,
within the limits of his budeet. Another advantage of
that procerdure was that the Secretariat couled not hy its
nature Jiscriminate hetween sell-poverning and non-
self-poverning territories. Even il the joint amendment
wat md accepled, its presentation might at least have
thrown lutht on the problens inherent in the basic text
(AFCALALD Revd).

23, Miss BERNAKDINOG (Dominican R i)
geiisidered that the sixth paragraph of the preamlie was
confusing, since it disregarded the fact the dralt
cuvenants had been discinsed for several years in the
Uommission on Herman Rights, the Economic and So-
il Council and the General Assembly, and had conse-
quently been before the pullic during thal time. More-
aver, no mention was made of the valualile poniribu bons
which non tal orpaniztions in consultative
slatus with the Economie and Social Council had made
mu:dnfﬁn;uiﬂtmmm\rh-ﬂnirmnd
the |ntermational Council ol Women, which was greatly
concerned with the covenants and their suoccess, she
hq:dﬂuﬂn'p:n;n;ﬁwuldhhnpm?u!hjm
ton of the uselu]l work done by non T or-
ganizations. That might be done by stresaing that the
non-guvermmental organizations should continoe to ex-

24. Mra TSALDARIS (Greoce), introducng her
delepation’s amendment (ASC3/LA430) to the Costa
Hican draft resalution, said that the word “unequivocal™
innﬂ:h i ﬁideM?ﬂTiﬂthhﬂﬂ“
Fr shou replaced by 1 rase “precisely
lormulated™ (A/C3/LAX/Corrl). I‘lﬂjhe third para-
graph of l}:prnmuth:drmﬁ:nh: the mest con-

ial in the whole draft and a separate wote had
loen sugpested on it she had submitied her amend-
ment in an endeavour 1o find a penenally acerptable
wurding and to expedite the vote. 1L was rafted so as
1umunﬂmﬂ:il¢lﬂatprnmucmghmﬂr¢-
vition of the Costa Hican draft resolution; the word
“Considering™ was replaced by the wond *Heaffirming ™,
as suggested by the rian representalive, and the
word “urpent™, was deleted in view of ' » Costa Hican
sepresentative’s proposal. She alo propoacd that the
wotds =as soon at possible™ should be added at the end
uf the paragraph, 1o meet the wishes of the Egyptian
awl lelancse representatives.

2%, The wording of that paragraph in the latest revi-
shon of the draft resolution (A/CA/LAI0SRevd) gave
rise to the mistaken impression that the Thinl Com-
mitire was preparing an wispecifiol number of cove-
mants, and that cemain key provisions would be
disreparded, such as the anicle on the right of sll-
determination, which the Greek delepation considered,
as it had several fimes declared, to be the fundamental
right of the covenants and of individual lilerty gener-
ally. The Syrian representative had also expressed fears
in that comnexion, The French and United Kinglom
representatives had zssured the Comunittee that they
hadd had no intention of relerring to further covenants
or «f undermining the principle of sell-letermination,
bt had said thay, if the draft covenants were speaified,
the question of their adoption in their existing form
woull be prejudged, There was ro cause for anxicty
nn that subject, since the examination oi the dralt cove-
nants anicle by article would give all delepations an
eqqortunity to put forward their olservations after the
evenpilation of ohservations had been prepared by the
Secretariat. She hoped that ber amendment, which was
pencral, would meet all the ohjections that hzd been
raised to the paragraph in its anginal form,

W, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) considered that
the Favptian amd Lelanese amendment {A/C3/1.427)
{undamentally altered the substance and spirit of the
Crats Rican draft resalotion and enub] not pregerly be
called an amendment, since it proposed the wholesale
substitution of two paragraphs. The three principles
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which he had

in the original operative mragraph 1 (¢
Imll been by the Costa

IR
woposed am] which sccepled
ian repevsentative, were that rrmwendal e
panizations should be invited to in stim-
Lating public interest, that such organizations in Noo-
Sell-Governing amd Trast Territorics should be incloded
in the invitation and that the organizations should stimu-
late interest by all possible means in their respective
countfics. The Egyplian and Lebancse amendment pro-
posed the deletion ol those principles and the substitu-
1hnnl1rr;$ldlut!; ﬂmﬂﬂtmﬁ.
not have obj to the inscrtion of 3 new paragm
bt could not that operative paragraph 1 (¢)
should be mtﬁ:im
27. The Lebanese representative had said that the
purpose of the amenlment was to ;:Fim;mltr.' the dificul-
tiea raisal by operative paragraph 1 (). It was unwise,
however, to :Enﬁmh' statements u{l principle at the
same Lime, merely becavse delates on those principles
ook time e did not consider that inviting Boo-gov-
ermmental organizations would be a difficult task ; some
speakers had poinied outl that the compilation would
impuse 3 heavy burden on the Secretaral, yet it was
now proposed to increase that burden by making the
Seerctariat responsilide for the whale work of publiciz-
irg the covenants. Morenver, 1he deletion of the refer-
ence 1o non-povernmental orpanizations was tantamount
to denying peoples the right 1o expresa themsslves in
iheir own countries.
78, The Lebanese representative had alsa relerred 1o
the danger of extending the invitation to illegally estab-

lisherd organizations, which might jeopardize peace and
sccurity in their efforts to stimulate public interest. Such
orpanimtions woulld not be prevented [rom taking any
action which might be a threat to security merely by the
delctim of a paragraph from the Costa Kican dralt
resolution, Morcover, all Gevernments had thar own
metheds of maintaining security.

2. He appealed to the Egyptian and Lebanese repre-
sentatives 10 reconsider their amendment, the adoption
of which would leadd to abandoning an important princ-
e of the United Nations.

30, He asked that 3 roll-call vote should be taken oo
operative paragraph 1 (¢) as a whole.
h'ilhﬂ‘h:Frtﬂtgl

31, Miss MARAS (Cuba)
tatives that the sixth paragraph

and Dominican

of the preamble be amended and formally pro-
posad that the words “fully and™ should be deleted 2nd
that the words “continue to” should be mseried before
the words “express itsell”.

12, The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the time limit
fur the submizssion of amendments had expired.

11, Mr. MATTHEW (India) proposed the adjourn-
mert of the meeting, on the understanding that part of
the next meeting would he devoted to the discussion on
the draft covenants

The molion was adopted by 39 woles lo I, usth 7
abglen ons,

The meeting rose at 1 pm.
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