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[Item 29]*
JOINT DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY CHILE
EGYPT, PAKISTAN AND YUGOSLAVIA (A/C.3/L.182)

(continued)

L Miss BERNARDINO (Dominican Republic) made
an appeal for harmony. In spite of the radical divergencies which had been evident from the beginning of
the session, all delegations should make an effort to
work together so as to enable the Committee to deal
promptly with the draft resolution before it. She paid
a tribute to the patience, tact, judgment and democratic
understanding shown by the Chairman in carrying out
ller duties.

3. For that reason, the Economic and Social Council's
resolution (384 C (XIII) requesting the General Assembly to reconsider its decision had been condemned

* Indicotes the item number

I

011

lChile,l.

5. 111e smaller countries felt anxious bC\.:~lU'l.' they
feared that a very dangerous precedent would hI: created
if the needs of the moment received priority over the
principles of the United Nations Charter. Four main
arguments had been adduced by the suppurters of a
~inglc covenant. First, it was claimed that .1 mech3nical and academic formulation of fundamental human
rights would weaken prin~iples of the (~harter of the
United Nations and the UOIversal DeclaratIOn of Human
Rights.
Secondly, it was stated that there was n close
link betwecn the enjoyment of civil and political rights
on the one hand and the enjoyment Ilf the economic,
social and cultural rights on thl; oth~:r. Thirdly, it
was Claimed that the argument based on implementation
was not a reason for embodying the ri?hts in two s~pa
rate covenants. On the contrary, a judicillus system
of implementation was inconc:ivable ynb\ those. rights
were combined and closely linked III 11 smgle 1O.strument. If the system of implem~nt~tion failed to take
into account a country's economIc Circumstances, there

2. Mr. DEDIJER (Yugoslavia) said that in proposing
that the General Assembly should state once again that
civil, political, economic, social and cultural human
rights formed an indivisible whole, the authors of the
joint draft resolution (A/C.3jL.182) were not defending
a standpoint or interests peculiar to themselves. They
were defending the very principle npon which the
United Nations was founded and which was the only
possible basis for personal freedom. That was a social
and political truth which was currently the paramount
problem in every country and had been endorsed by
the majority of the world public.

ilgenda.

27/

Juring th~ Thin! COIIIl\litke\ Ji~l.'ussiotu It) unwarranted and anti-democratic, and us a ~tumbling·block
to th7 slow byt stca~y progress which \\,t, being made in
draftmg an mternatlOnal covenant on hUI11:tn rights.
4. The arguments adduced by the two sides might be
summed up as follows. Those in favour of two coven~nts claimed that the system of implementation was
dJffer~nt for the two categories of rights. That was a
gratUitous assumption, which could not be proved because
no system of implementation exbtcu <1:'> yet .md the
countl~ss proposals submitted showed that agreement
was still far off. The same side alsll put forward a
somewhat unusual argument, namelv. that the French
delegation had changed its attitude and was in favour
of tW? covenants. The Yugo~lav delegation recognized
the fight of every Member State to change it~ mind,
but regretted that the French delegation had ahandoned
the true reformer's principle, recognized by tht> French
Constitution of 1789, of the indivisibility of human
rights.

A/C.3/559, A/C.3/L.88, A/C.3/L.180, A/C.3/
L.182, A/C.3/L.186 and Add.1 (continued)
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would be no purpose in the implementat~o~ of CIVI_
and political rights. Lastly, the system of Impl~men
tation should be essentially such as to enable the rnt~r
national community to help under-developed. co.untr~~~
to create conditions necessary to enable theIr wha 1
tants to enjoy human rights; it should not take the. form
of an instrument permitting the developed countnes to
undertake a punitive expedition against the under-developed countries.
6. Convinced that it was impossible, in the last.analysis, to bar the road to the a~opti~n. of those. Ideas
and principles, favoured by publIc OpInIOn even I~ the
countries which advocated two covenants, the ChIlean,
Egyptian, Pakistani and X"u,gosla,: delegations attached
no importance to the pnonty enjoyed under the rules
of procedure by the Belgi~\l, Indian, Leb~nese. ~lld
United States amendment, stIll less by the Umted !-<:mgaom amendment, which represented a surreptI~l?US
attempt to introduce into the draft resolution a deCISIOn
ill favour of two covenants. History had frequently
shown that reform always prevailed in the end.
7. He was sorry tllat some ~elygations h.ad not ~een
present during the general debate. He revIewed bnefly
the history of the question since 1947. He appeal~d
to the delegations which had supported the EconomIC
and Social Council's resolution and urged them not
to impair the prestige of the United Nations by destroying one of the most important results achieved by
it in the field of human rights. In the existing state
of world affairs, the suggestion that a decision of the
General Assembly might be revised was bound to undermine men's faith in the United Nations.
8. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) did not propose
to deal with the so-called amendments to the joint draft
resolution (AjC.3/L.182). He still regarded them as
new draft resolutions having for their sole object the
nullification of the proposal to which they referred.
9. He deplored the tendentious statements, the attacks
and counter-attacks to which the general debate had
given rise and was sorry that even on the substance of
the question the Committee had split into two groups.
10. The Saudi Arabian delegation favoured a single
covenant. It did not see the use of reaffirming once
again rights which were already proclaimed in the Bible,
the Koran, Magna Carta, the United States Declaration
of Independence, the Declaration of the Rights of Man
and of the Citizen, and elsewhere. The sincerity of neither side was in doubt. He did not accuse the advocates of two covenants of insincerity, but feared they
were refusing to be realistic and were too little concerned about what might happen in ten years' time.
11. It was paradoxical that the most highly developed
countries should be those opposed to a single covenant.
Out they should not forget that they were living in
revolutionary times, that half the population of the
world was suffering privations, that there was a lack
of food, clothing and housing. In such a situation the
threat of rebellion and the menace of war were normal.
That was why the highly developed countries should set
an example by signing a single covenant. They should
not forget that civil and political rights were valueless

if not accompanied by economic, social and cultural
rights.
12 Supplies of raw materials must be increased and
.
..
th e Standard
of
.•
prices
brought down, thereby raIsmg
living by increasing the quantity of goods aVallable ~or
distribution throughout the world. Such a poli~y
would of course conflict with. the interes~s .of 7ertam
groups and cartels, which resIsted any dIffi.lfiutIOn of
their profits and were reluctant to. change theIr methods
of production.
13. But people were becoming impatient and if they
had to wait another twenty years before all the fundamental human rights were proclaimed and il1lplcl1le~~ed,
it might be too late even to safeguard civil and polItIcal
rights. Since 1914 the world h~d been 'passing !hrough
a crisis which had led to the rISe of dIctatorshIps and
during which human rights had been violated almost
everywhere. That situation could not be prolonged;
It called for energetic measures. He wished therefore
to put the Committee on it~ guard against the danger
and urge it at least to banIsh the spectre of war and
revolution.
14. Mr. MUFTI (Syria) observed that, in a-C:cordance
with rule 128 of the rules of procedure, the aIn.endI?~nt
which he was proposing (A/C.3/L.219) to "the. ]omt
draft resolution (AjC.3 jL.182) should be consIdered
and voted on in two parts; the first part should be COllsidered at the same time as the joint draft resolution,
whereas the second, concerning reservations, should be
examined conjointly with the Guatemalan draft resolution (A/C.3jL.190), which also dealt with reservations.

15. His delegation had not changed its attitude on the
joint draft resolution; it still favoured a single covenant.
If any doubt had arisen in the minds of certain representatives on that point, it was solely because the Sylian
amendment had been wrongly interpreted as a compromise, whereas it was only intended as a safeguard for
future use by the advocates of a single covenant should
they fail to carry the day in the current debate.
16. His reasons for submitting his amendlUent were
as follows. To link the two covenants by demanding
their simultaneous ratification involved the risk of considerable delay in the ratification of a single covenant
on human rights which might unquestionably render
great services, a risk which was all the greater in that
early ratification of the covenant enshriningec..9nomic,
social and cultural rights was still, judging by the statements made by many members of the Third Committee,
problematical.
17. The Syrian amendment, by proposing a transitional stage, in its latter part at any rate, provided an
opportunity for gradually improving the enunciation of
economic, social and cultural rights, which vvere still
developing, while the right to enter temporary reservations, justified by the existing texts, allowed States a
certain freedom of movement and enabled them to
bring about gradually, in accordance with well-defined
programmes, conditions which would ensure~ in successive stages, the enjoyment of economic, social and
cultural rights. An over-rigid instrument, even if
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If. on the other

~and, t!l~ amendment was adopted......that was to say,

18. 1!lere ':'Ias nothing new about the method he was
suggestmg; It had been followed in many economic
agreeme?-ts, for example, i? the Havana Charter for an
InternatIOnal Trade Orgamzation.

If the JOint dr~\ft resolution was rejected-the other
ame~dments might considerably improve it Hnd offer
a sUItable safeguard for the future whieh might win the
acceptance of those who pref<.~rred a single covenant.

19.
His amendment was also prompted by the idea
that an attempt should be made forthwith to ensure
that ec~nomic, social and cultural rights, on which the
foundatIO.ns of modern society rested, should from then
on be bUIlt up as a bulwark against the troubles attendant upon international emergencies.
20. The Syrian amendment set out, lastly, from the
simple and logical premise that civil and political rights
were meaningless unless economic, social and cultural
rights were guaranteed. Those who favoured two covenants seemed to forget that simultaneous ratification
would link the two instruments together in all circumstances, good or bad, and that the fact of their being
opened for ratification simultaneously would be no
safeguard against the possibility of evading ratification.

24. If that procedure was not adopted. he would
reserve his final attitude until the vote WilS ta\;t'n and
would then explain his vote.
25. Mrs. BEGTRUP (Denmark) thanked tht~ Secrctariat for its note (A/C.3/506), which showed that
many of the rir;hts included in the Universal Declaration of Human~ Rights werr not included in the draft
covenant. That merely proved the impossibility of ineluding all rights in a single covenant. Denmark was
in favour of two covenants and would maintain its
position.
26. Moreover, the numher of covenants was relatively
unimportant compared with the measures to he taken
by the governments represented on the Third Committee for implemenling them at home, or the sincerity of
fue more favoured and ruling classes. The Saudi Arabian representative was not just in drawinf! so gloomy
a picture of the future hecause the human rights might
appear in two covenants; the essential point was that
everyone should make sure that his Government
worked for the implementation of human rights.

21. Invoking rule 129, he proposed the following
procedure: that the Third Committee should vote first
on the amendment which had been submitted jointly
by Belgium, India, Lebanon and the United States of
America (A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1) and which proposed
the preparation of two covenants to be opened for
ratification simultaneously, that amendment being therefore in direct opposition to the joint draft resolution
(A/C.3/L,182) ; next on the French amendment (AI
C.3/L.192/Rev.2), which clearly recognized the principle of two covenants, though emphasizing their unity
of purpose, and provided for similar measures of implementation; next on the United Kingdom amendment
(A/C.3/L,188) which, while allowing that a separate
covenant might be devoted to economic, social and cultural rights, implicitly recognized the principle of duality; and lastly, on the first part of th~ ~yn~n. amendment, which was the nearest to the ongmal Jomt draft
resolution.

'.

. __.._

22. The Syrian amendment showed. a very definite
trend towards a single covenant and lard down that the
adoption of a single covenant would depend upon a
conditon which could be considered as already fulfill~d,
to judge by the statements of those w~o ha~ mamtained that the formulation of economIC, SOCIal and
cultural ricrhts would be a slow process and that they
could onlyO be applied in the distant future. That .con~
clition would be that the Commission on Human ~Ights
-taking sides with those who fa~oured two. lUst.ruments-considered that the ,prepara~on an~ ratificatIOn
of a covenant dealing with economiC, socI~1 and cultural rights was, to use the words of the .Syn~n amendment, "likely to delay ne~~lessl);' the" ratIficatIOn of the
covenant on civil and pohtlcal.nghts , so that the need
for a single instrument would be apparent.
23. That procedure had the advantage that. in the
event of the rejection of the amend~ent submItted b:::
Belgium India Lebanon and the Umted States of Ame
rica, it ~ould ;elieve the Tmrd Commi~ee ?f the nee d
to vote on other amendments and leave It WIth only the

27. After the very lonf.( discussion covering all aspects
of the question, the Third Committee should he able
to proceed to the vote, so as to enable the Commission
on Human Rights to go to work forthwith and show
the world that the Unitcd Nations was really lahouring
for the good of mankind. Her proposal was not in the
nature of a formal motion.
28. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) a~ked for the
right to reply later.

29. Mr. REYES (Philippines) recalled that dnring the
general discussion (366th meetim!) on the draft covenant the Philippine delegation had stated t~at the form
of the covenant was less important than It" suhc;tance
and that what was essential was to define civil and political rights and economic, social and t'ultl!ral rights
clearly and to ensure that they were effectIvely protected.
30. The Philippine delegati?n cons!dcrcd that, for all
its imperfections, the draft mt~rnatlOnal eo~enont .on
human rights provided the baSiS for a solutton WhICh
would be satisfactory both to the llnponent~ ~nd to the
advocates of a single covenant.. Th[~t solll!IOn would
be to include the two tvpes o~ rwhts III a. smglc covenant but to lay down differ~nt Implementatton measures
for each. It was appropnate to recall !hat the draft
visaged a system of appeals In the casc of
cov enant
, en
~
. t"IClabl. e. a!l d
civil
and
political
rights, wh'~c h were JUs
a system of periodic reports III .the case of economIC,
social and cultural rights, WlllCh were not as yet
justiciable.
31. His delegation remained ~onvinced that !hat solution reflected accurately the views of the TIlIr~ Committee; for, although the members had unammously
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recognized the equal importance and the in~erdepe.n
dence of civil and political rights and economl~, SOCial
and cultural rights, there had been a sharp difference
of opinion on measures of implementation. In those
circumstances the solution he proposed seemed to be
more logical than the French amendment (A/C.3/L.
129/Rev.2), which envisaged unity in the measures
of implementation for all rights, upon which th~re was
a divergence of opinion, but would divide the rIghts at
the stage of formulation, upon which there was unanimity.
32. It had been the hope of the Philippine delegat~on
that the compromise solution it proposed might receive
the support of some of the advocates of two separate
covenants. That hope had been disappointed, for the
simple reason that most of the advocates of two covenants were not yet prepared to sign an intemat,i0nal
covenant on economic, social and cultural nghts.
Those delegations would have no objection to the Committee drafting two covenants, which would be adopted
simultaneously and opened for signature at the same
time, as proposed in the amendment submitted by Belgium, Tndia, Lebanon and the United States of America
(A/C.3/L,185/Rev.l), hut they had served notice that
for the present they could ratify only the covenant on
civil and political riahts. The joint amendment had
therefore to be considered in that light.
33. If that amendment were adopted, it could be
foreseen that the covenant on political and cultural
ril!hts would secure many more ratifications than the
covenant on economic, social and cultural rights and
that it would enter into force without delay, whereas
the covenant on economic, social and cultural rights
might not secure a sufficient number of ratifications and
its entry intn force might be delayed for an indefinite
period. 1£ it adopted the joint amendment (A/C.3/
L.185/Rev.l), the Committee would only ensure the
entry into force of one covenant, but the alternative
was that it might not even he sure of having one
covenant.
34. Although the Philinnine deleQation for its part
would prefer all the fundamental human rights to be
embodied in a siTIQle covenant, or failing that in two
covenants that would come into force at the sa~e time
it would not vote af!ainst the ioint amendment. Th~
Philinnine deleeation believed that havinq; one coven~nt
would be preferable to having none at all.
35. If the joint amendment were reiected, the Philippine delel!ation would vote for the ioint draft resolution sllhmitted hv Chile, Egypt, Pakistan and Yuoo~Iavia (A/C.3/L.182). Tt was convinced that if the
Commission on Human Rights proceeded with its work
~m the .draft international covenant, even without new
instructIOns from the General Assembly, it would in anv
case produce a covenant such as his delegation haC!
:mgge~ted, that was to say, a single covenant providing
for dlffer~nt measures of implementation fo_r the two
types of rIghts.
36. It would then be the responsibility of the advocates of two separate covenants to decide whether
thei~ a.men.dment. havin~ been rejected, they would
persIst In wlthholdmg their support of a single covenant.

37. The Philippine delegation's decisio~ ?lot to o~
pose the proposal that the covenant on cIvil and polItical rights should come into force before the covenant
on economic social and cultural rights. did not in Clny
way mean th~t it regarded economic, social and cultural
rights as of lesser importance. It could not ignore the
fundamental nature of those rights even if it wanted to,
for one of the major problems confronting the Pl;il!ppine Republic was none other than that of providing
a stable basis for the civil and political rights already
enjoyed by the people of the Philippines by ensuring
them the full exercise of economic, social and cultural
rights. The stability of the Government and the security of the people depended in large measure on the
solving of that problem.
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38. The problem, moreover, was not peculiar to thc
Philippines; it arose in all new democratic States, in
Asia and elsewhere. It was that of ensuring that the
individual should en;oy the fundamental economic,
social and cultural rights without loss of his civil and
political rights. If it was true that civil and political
rights were rendered meaningless if those who enioyed
them were deprived of economic, social and cultural
rights, it must not be forgotten that economic, social
and cultural rights also became meaninP:less if they were
secured at the expense of political and civil rights.
39. In certain parts of the world civil and political
rights were still the subject of violations which gravely
endangered international peace and security. For that
reason the Philippine delegation considered that in the
event of its being impossible tl!l complete a sinl1:le covenant, it would at least be necessary and highly useful
for the covenant on civil and political rights to become
an effective legal instrument.

T
,

40. There had been a tendency in the Committee to
take civil and political rights for granted, to reaard victory in that field as already won. It had not always
been realized that the victory was by no means comp!e-te
and that in some cases, far from progress having been
made towards the full realization of political rights.
ground had been lost.
41. With regard to the United KinP.'dom amendment
(A/C.3/L.188), the Philippine delegation was surprised
that Member States were to be asked for their views
only if the principle of drafting two covenants were
adopted. In its opinion such infonnation would be
useful even if the Commission on Human Riohts were
to draft only one covenant. The Philippine delerration
would therefore abstain in the vote on the United
Kingdom amendment.
42. Mrs. MARSHALL (Canada) said that her delegation would vote in favour of the amendment proposed
by Belgium, India, Lebanon and the United States of
A~erica (A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1) to the joint draft resolut10n (A/C.3/L.182). Although her delegation had
very real doubts as to whether the Commission on Human Rights would be able, at any rate at that time, to
formulate a legally enforceable international instmment
dealint; with. economic, social and cultural ri ghts, it
would not Wish to stand in the way of an effort which
some delega~ions believed offered a prospect of success
The Canadian representative had already explained

...
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369th lmeetin~) that the inclusion of economic
. I
cu ~u.ral fights in the same COvenant as th~ SOCl~
cIvil and political righ.ts would mak 't d' trMIif not impossible, for quite a number of State 1 Ifficult,
to such a covenant. It had found no es to adhere
th t "
d '.
cause to alter
a opInion.. an It felt It was necessa to st
paramount Importance of enabling as f.irge a ress ~he
of States as possible to ratify whatever co~e~::: er
covenants were produced.
or
43. Although the C:anadian delegation realized that it
toh'bfldge the gap between th e d'Ivergent
. tan attempt
f'
pom.s 0 View w Ich had been expressed, it regretted
that It could not support the French amendment (A IC
3/~.192/Rev.2~. It did not feel that the rneas~re~
of Imple~entahon proposed for economic social and
cul~~ral I1~hts were appropiate in the case' of civil and
pohtlcal nghts. It would have to abstain when that
amendment was pu t to the vote.
44. She supported the United Kingdom amendment
(A/C. ~/L.188) an~ felt that the Commission on Human Rights, when It met again, should have at its dispos.'l! as many authoritative opinions as possible.
45. Her delegation would not support the Syrian
amendment (A/C.3/L.219) which did not seem to add
any essential factors to the joint amendment.
46... Mr. RIBAS (Cuba) said that when explaining its
posItion on the form and scope of the covenant during
the general debate (366th meeting), his delegation had
made the point that civil, political, economic, social and
cultural rights,. ~e.ing interdependent, fonned. a single
whole. The divISion of fundamental human nghts into
two groups and the drafting of two covenants would
only weaken the moral authority of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which would be split into
two parts, since certain of the rights it set forth, namely,
civil and political rights. would have contractual force,
whereas the others would have only moral value.
47. His delegation would therefore support the joint
draft resolution submitted by Chile, Egypt, Pakistan
and Yugoslavia (A/C.3.fL 182), which embodied the
principles it had always defended, and which reaffirmed
the decisions contained in General Assembly resolution
421 CV), section E.
48. It would vote against the joint amendment submitted by Belgium. India, Lebanon and the United States
of America (A/C.3/L,185/Rcv.l), which tended to
nulli fy that decision.
49. Mr. ALFONZO RAVARD (Venezuela) said t~at
his delegation had already (367th meeting) stated Its
opinion that the preparation of two separ~te ~ovena~ts
would be the best way of attaining the objective whl~h
the Third Committee and the General Assembly h~d In
view, namely the effective observance of human rights.
50. In view of the fundamental difference between
civil and political rights, on the one hand, and ec,?oomic, social and cultural rights, on the oth~r-a dIfference which affected also the measures of Implemen~a
tion for both categories-the problems co~nected ;'l1th
ratification would be simplified if the CommIttee deCIded
to prepare two separate covenants.
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5 1. In the'
taking that'
estimate
VIew, h'15 de.legatlon did not underri hts
Jmportanc~ of. economic, social and cultural
larion' of ~f~ertheles5, .I~ dlt :lOl believe that the formuVIl ~nd pohhcal nghts would be meaningless
I'f unacCompanIed
by a f
'I'
.'
and cultural . h . ' ~rml1 aholI of economIC, SOCIal
extre
. fig ts! and It saw no reason to adopt an
me pOInt of VIew.

~2i85ItRwoUld supp~rt the joint amendment (A/C.3/
tv:.o c~v ev.l) proposmg the simultaneous suhmission of
o en
enan~s on human rights to be approved and
.p ed for SIgnature on the same date. Such a solutIOn would be generally acceptable and would help to
sJt.lo?th away the difficulties encountered by the CommISSion On Human Rights.

5?

The French amendment (AfC.3/L.192/Rev.2)

dl~ not add any fundamental factor but reaffirmed the

umty 0.£ the Third Committee's aim'. The Venezuelan
deleg~tlOn would support it provided it was understood
that In ende~v~)Uring to include the largest possible
numbe~ ?f Similar clauses in the two covenants, the
Comml?slon .on .Human Right5 would not lose sight of
the maID .obJectIve, n<l;mely, the preparation of instruments which were satisfactory so far as their content
was concerned. The French amendment should not be
regarded as laying down any definite instructions, but
rather as the expression of a recommendation.
54. The Venezuelan deleuution had no objection to
the United Kingdom amendment (A/C,3 /L.188) but
could not vote in favour of the Syrian amendment
(~/C.3/L.2l9), w~ich would deprive the Third Committee of SOme of ItS prerogatives and confer them on
the Commission on Human Rights. It was useless to
ask for a new opinion from that Commission, which
had not opposed the drafting of two covenants.
55. Replying to a question by Mr. PAVLOV (Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics), Mr. STEINlG (Secretary
of the Committee) said that durin~ the coming week
the General Assembly would not take up. at a plenary
meeting, the agenda items referred to the Third Committee. It was probable, but not certain, that they
would be examined during the week between 28 January and 3 February. In accordance with established
practice, the Third Committee would not meet while its
report and draft resolutions were being examined by
the General Assembly in order that members might
attend the plenary meetings.
56. Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked when the part of the Rapporteur's report
dealing with the book, The Refugee in the Post- WaT
World, would be submitted to the Committee.
57. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon), Rapporteur, replied that
owing to the prolonged debate on the book, The Refugee
in the post-War World, and t~e very large number
of meetings held by the Com.mlttee he had n.ot had
time to draft that part of hiS report as rapidly as
he would have wished. He would do his ntmost to
submit it to the Committee as soon as possible. probably on Monday, 21 January.
58. Mr. NAJAR (Israel) defined thc problems raised
by the joint draft resolution (A/C.3/L.182).
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59. The question which the Committee had to answer was whether the civil, political, economic, social
and cultural human rights should be included in a single
covenant or in two separate covenants, one devoted .to
civil and political rights and the other to economIC,
social and cultural rights. That was the only question
which the Committee need answer at the moment.
60. During the general debate the Israel delegation
had expressed regret (368th meeting) that members of
the Committee had chosen that question for so sharp a
division of opinion. At the current stage of the Committee's work, that was to say when the equal importance
of civil, political, economic, social and cultural human
rights had been explicitly recognized by all, the question
on which divergency should have become manifest in
the first place and which should have been definitely
settled, was, which delegations accepted an international system of implementation and felt it to be essential
and which had not yet made up their minds to accept
international implementation and thought that it could
be dispensed with. Without some implementation machinery a covenant on human rights could hardly be
said to represent any real adv.ance beyond the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights adopted in 1948 (General Assembly resolution 217 A (III)).
61. While the primary responsibility for implementation fell on the various governments in their respective
territories, the covenant would only represent an
advance if it prescribed some international proc~ss.
The questions which the Committee should have asked
itself were how to organize that implementation so as
to make it effective and acceptable to a large number
of States and how to make it flexible enough to be
adaptable to the evolution of human rights.
62. The implementation problem had by no means
been exhausted; it had not even received sufficient
consideration. Priority had been given to the somewhat theoretical question of the number of covenants to
be drawn up. An academic classification of civil, political, economic, social and cultural human rights had
apparently been regarded as the determining factor in
the solution of the concrete problems to which the preparation of the covenant gave rise.
63. The only valuable classification was one directly
based on the needs of implementation and bearing on
all categories of human rights. It was the analysis of
the implementation problem that should determine the
classification to be adopted. For that reason the division of the covenant into two parts, one for civil and
political rights, and the other for economic, social and
cultural rights, did not seem to him to provide per se
a necessary or inevitable solution of the implementation
problem, and l1e continued to believe that such implementation was possible within the framework of a sinde
covenant. His delegation had tried to make that point
during the .l!eneral debate, both in its draft resolution
(A/C.3/L.193) and in its explanatory memorandum
(A/C.3/565).
64. It would be most inadvisable to
Assem?ly resolution 421 (V); on the
resolutIOn should be completed. Hence,
could not support the joint amendment

drop General
contrary that
his delegation
(A/C.3/185/

Rev.l) but would vote for the draft resolution submitted by Chile, Egypt, Pakistan and Yugoslavia (A/C.3/
L.182). If, however, the Committee accepted the joint
amendment, his delegation would vote for the French
amendment (A/C. 3/L. 192/Rev.2), without prejudice
to its position on the joint amendment. With the same
reservations, it would vote for the United Kingdom
amendment (A/C.3/L.188) which embodied a suggestion which his delegation had put forward at the 368th
meeting, on 13 December 1951. It would, on the
other hand, vote against the Syrian amendment (A/C.3/
L.219) which, despite the declared intention of its sponsor, would weaken the formal obligations contained in
the joint amendment for the preparation and simultaneous approval of the two covenants envisaged.
65. Mr. KUSOV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic) recalled that his delegation's position on the number of covenants to be prepared had been explained
(370th, 388th, 389th and 390th meetings) during the
general debate and the discussion on procedural motions. It had urged the Committee not to reverse the
decision taken by the General Assembly in its resolution 421 CV), section E, and had stressed the need for
a single covenant.
66. Passing next to the joint draft resolution submitted
by Chile, Egypt, Pakistan and Yugoslavia (A/C.3/L.
182) and the counter-propo~al made by Belgium, India,
Lebanon and the United States of America (A/C.3/
L.185/Rev.l), he observed that the latter could not be
regarded as an amendment since it would overthrow
the draft resolution it purported to modify and had
been submitted in that form simply to secure consideration of it in conjunction with the ioint draft resolution
(A/C.3/L.182). The effect of the counter-proposal
(A/C.3/L.l85/Rev.1) would be to relegate economic, social and cultural rights to the background,
contrary to the provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, which were based on the indivisibility
of all rights. Even assuming that the two covenants
envisaged were drafted and approved simultaneously
(A/C.3/L.185/Rev.l) and that they contained similar
provisions (A/C.3/L.I92/Rev.2), the existence of two
separate covenants would undermine the very foundations of civil and political rights and deprive them of a
real force.
67. The designs of those who favoured two covenants,
under whatever cloak they sought to disguise them,
would be frustrated. Their object was plain: by arbitrarily splitting up human rights between two separate
covenants, they were counting on adopting the first only
with multifarious reservations and in the knowledge
that the enjoyment of civil and political rights could
not be assured since their very foundations would have
been placed in jeopardy.
68. As for economic, social and cultural rights, they
would merely talk about them, with the firm intention
of withholding them so long as it suited their purpose
to do so.
69. Those intentions emerged clearly from their statements. The United States representative had declared
(360th and 388th meetings) that the chief argument in
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----------~--=-------~-=-=~--,------,-,-favour of two covenants was that it would preclude a
refusal to grant civil and political rights immediately
upon the pretext that economic, social and cultural
rights could not be granted until very much later
although it had been shown that the former would hav~
no meaning without the latter. The Uruguayan representative had said (389th meeting) that it was of little
consequence whether there was a single covenant Or
two, provided that all human rights were formulated.

,
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70. But a covenant formulating all human rights
would be useless if it could not be put into effect. Article 3 of thc draft, enshrining the right to life, would
be meaningless if there were people without the means
of existence nnd if (he absence of the requisite economic
und social conditions prevented their enjoyment of those
rights. Article 4 stated that no one should be Sllbjected to torture, but the case mentioned at the previous
meetings (387111, 391st and 392nd meetings) ?f tl:e
twenty-four citizens of Barcelona who had been Impnsoned and threatened with death because they were
~truggling for their el,?men~ary rights sh~we~ that political rights did not eXist Without economiC nghts. Article 5, paragraph 3 (a) of the draft covenant stated
that no one should be required to perform forced labour but the starving unemployed could 110t choose
the ~onditions of their emp.lo'yment. ~~ose ~xamples
all showed once again that clVll and .poht1~al_nghts had
no meaning unless based on economIC, socml and cultural rights.
71. The Lebanese representative had sa~d ~370th and
389th meetings) tlmt he favoured the pnnclple of the
unity of rights; it was hard to underst.and then why he
advocated their division between two Instruments. As
;he Chilean representative had rightly observed (362nd
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and 389th meetings), the existence of two separate
covenants would allow governments to sign the first,
without undertaking the slightest obligation in rcspec:t
of economic, social and cultural rights, though their
enjoyment was an indispensable prerequisite for ~hf
enjoyment of civil and political rights. The Dams 1
r~pres~ntative ~ad asserted (389th meeting) that all th~
nghts 1U questlon were already assurcd hy the laws 0
most of the countries which favoured two covenants ;
the Byelorussian representative asked WIlY, if that was
so, those countries denied the economically under-developed countries the opportunity to put them into c~cct.
The reason was that they intended to grant such ngh ts
only as it suited their own convcnience and had not t~e
slightest intention of ensuring their cnjoymen t to theIr
own peoples.
72. In those circumstances, the Byclorussian delegation would vote for the joint draft rcs(~lution ((\/C.3/
L.182) which took a clear stand agamst ~evJsj(?n of
General Assembly resolution 421 (V), sectam h.
~
would vote against the counter-proposal (A/.c:. 3I.L . 18 f
IRev.l), which meant nothing but the ~lllllhcatlon 0
the draft resolution it pretended to modify. It ;'Vuuld
also vote against the French amend~cnt. (A~C.3/L.
192/Rev.2) which had a similar object In VIeW but
attempted t~ camouflage its objective. It would alsj
vote against the United Kingdom amendment (~/C.3 f
L.188), proposing to submit the matter to a kmd 0
referendum of Member States. If, on the other hand
the proposal made in docur,nent A/C.~/L.l SS/Rev.
was approved the Byelorllssmn delegatIOn would vot/c
for the first part of the Syrian amendment (A/C:3
L.219), which would leave S?ll1C hope of preserVIng
economic, social and cultural fights.
The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.
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