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[Item 29]*

JOINT DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY <CHILE,
EGYPT, PAKISTAN AND YUGOsLAVIA (A/C.3/L.182)
(continued)

I. Miss BERNARDINO (Dominican Republic) made
an appeal for harmony. In spite of the radical diver-
gencies 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
her duties.

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 t_he
joint draft resolution (A/C.3/L.182) were not defending
a standpoint or interests peculiar to themselves. They
were defending the very principle mnpon which the
United Nations was founded and which was the only
possible basis for personal freedom. That was a socxatl
and political truth which was currently the paramgutr)l
problem in every country and had been endorsed Oy
the majority of the world public.

3. TFor that reason, the Economjc and Social Council’s
resolution (384 C (XIID) requestmng the Gene‘ral ?ssem&
bly to reconsider its decision had been condemne
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during the third Committee’s discussions as unwar-
ranted and anti-democratic, and as a stumbling-block
to the slow but steady progress which was being made in
drafting an international covenant on human rights.

4. The arguments adduced by the two sides might be
summed up as follows. Those in favour of two cove-
nants claimed that the system of implementation was
different for the two categories of rights. That was a
gratuitous assumption, which could not be proved because
no system of implementation existed as yet and the
countless proposals submitted showed that agreement
was still far off. The same side also put forward a
somewhat unusual argument, namely, that the French
delegation had changed its attitude and was in favour
of two covenants. The Yugoslav delegation recognized
the right of every Member State to change it~ mind,
but regretied that the French delegation had abandoned
the true reformer’s principle, recognized by the French
Constitution of 1789, of the indivisibility of human
rights,

5. The smaller countries [elt unxious because they
feared that a very dangerous precedent would by 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 supporters of a
single covenant. First, it was c¢laimed that & mechani-
cal and academic formulation of fundamental human
rights would weaken principles of the Charter of the
United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights.  Secondly, it was stated that there was 8 close
link between the enjoyment of civil and political rights
on the one hand and the cnjoyment of the economiic,
social and cultural rights on the other. Thirdly, it
was claimed that the argument based on 1mplcmentanon
was not a reason for embodying the rnghts- in two sepa-
rate covenants. On the contrary, judicious system
of implementation was incrmcqwable“unl{rss“thmc’ rights
were combined and closely linked in a single instru-
ment. If the system of implementation failed to take
into account a country’s economic circumstances, there
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would be no purpose in the implementation of civil
and political rights. Lastly, the system of implemen-
tation should be essentially such as to enable the inter-
national community to help undcr—dcveloped‘co'untne‘s
{o create conditions necessary to enable their inhabi-~
tants to enjoy human rights; it should not take the form
of an instrument permitting the developed countries to
undertake a punitive expedition against the under-deve-
loped countries.

6. Convinced that it was impossible, in the last ana-
lysis, to bar the road to the adoption of those ideas
and principles, favoured by public opinion even in the
countries which advocated two covenants, the Chilean,
Egyptian, Pakistani and Yugoslav delegations attached
no importance to the priority enjoyed under the rules
of procedure by the Belgian, Indian, Lebanese and
United States amendment, still less by the United King-
dom amendment, which represented a surreptitious
attempt to introduce into the draft resolution a decision
in favour of two covenants, History had frequently
shown that reform always prevailed in the end.

7. He was sorry that some delggations had not been
present during the general debate. He reviewed briefly
the history of the question since 1947. He appealed
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 des-
troying 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 un-
dermine 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 (A/C.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 nei-
ther side was in doubt. He did not accuse the advo-
cates of two covenants of insincerity, but feared they
were refusing to be realistic and were too little con-
cerned 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,
But 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
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if not accompanied by economic, social and cultural
rights.

12. Supplies of raw materials must be im;rveaseddand’f
prices brought down, thereby raising the sta_ndalr fo
living by increasing the quantity of goods available for
distribution throughout the world. Such 2 policy
would of course conflict with the interests of certain
groups and cartels, which resisted any diminunou 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 funda-
mental human rights were proclaimed and implemented,
it might be too late, even to safeguard civil a_nd political
rights.  Since 1914 the world had been passing 'ghrough
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
10 put the Committee on its guard against the danger
and urge it at least to banish the spectre of war and
revolution.

14. Mr. MUFTI (Syria) observed that, in accordance
with rule 128 of the rules of procedure, the armendment
which he was proposing (A/C.3/L.219) to the joint
draft resolution (A/C.3/L.182) should be comnsidered
and voted on in two parts ; the first part should be con-
sidered at the same time as the joint draft resolution,
whereas the second, concerning reservations, should be
examined conjointly with the Guatemalan draft reso-
lution (A/C.3/L.190), which also dealt with reserva-
tions.

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 repre-
sentatives on that point, it was solely because the Syrian
amendment had been wrongly interpreted as a compro-
mise, whereas it was only intended as a safeguard for
future use by the advocates of a single covenart should
they fail to carry the day in the current debate.

16. His reasons for submitting his amendment were
as follows. To link the two covenants by demanding
their simultaneous ratification involved the risk of con-
siderable 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
garly ratification of the covenant enshrining ©conomic,
social and cultural rights was still, judging by the state-
ments made by many members of the Third Committee,
problematical.

17. The Syrian amendment, by proposing a transitio-
nal stage, in its latter part at any rate, provided an
opportunity for gradually improving the enunciation of
economic, social and cultural rights, which wwere still
developing, while the right to enter temporary reserva-
tions, 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 suc-
cessive stages, the enjoyment of economic, social and
cultural rights. An over-rigid instrument, even if
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backed by the noblest senti i
t ments, might not
the test of implementation. & o

18. There was nothing new abo
1 i ut the method he
suggesting ; it had been followed in many econor\:]:iics

agreements, for example, in the Havana Charter T
_‘ 2 ) er f
International Trade Organization. oran

19.  His amendment was also prompted by the idea
that an attempt should be made forthwith to ensure
that ecqnomic, social and cultural rights, on which the
f.oundatlops of modern society rested, should from then
on be built up as a bulwark against the troubles atten-
dant 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 cove-
nants seemed to forget that simultaneous ratification
would link the two instruments together in all circum-
stances, good or bad, and that the fact of their being
opened for ratification simultaneously would be no
safeguard against the possibility of evading ratification.

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 there-
fore in direct opposition to the joint draft resolution
(A/C.3/L.182) ; next on the French amendment (A/
C.3/L.192/Rev.2), which clearly recognized the prin-
ciple of two covenants, though emphasizing their unity
of purpose, and provided for similar measures of imple-
mentation ; 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 cul-
tural rights, implicitly recognized the principle of dua-
lity ; and lastly, on the first part of the Syrian amend-
ment, which was the nearest to the original joint draft
resolution. :

22. The Syrian amendment showed a very definite
trend towards a single covenant and laid down that the
adoption of a single covenant would depend upon a
conditon which could be considered as already fulfilled,
to judge by the statements of those who had main-
tanined that the formulation of economic, social and
cultural rights would be a slow process and that they
could only be applied in the distant future. That con-
dition would be that the Commission on Human Rights
—taking sides with those who favoured two instru-
ments—considered that the preparation and ratification
of a covenant dealing with economic, socigl and cul-
tural rights was, to use the words of the Syrian amend-
ment, “likely to delay needlessly the ratification of the
covenant on civil and political rights”, 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 amendment submitted by
Belgium, India, Lebanon anq the United States of Ame&
rica, it would relieve the Third Committee of the ne<}3l
to vote on other amendments and leave it with only the

nd up to

%Iomt draft resolution to consider. If, on the other
'fan.d, the amendment was adopted—that was to say,
if the joint draflt resolution was rejected—the other
amendments might considerably improve it and offer
a suitable safeguard for the future which might win the
acceptance of those who preferred a single covenant.

24. If that procedure was not adopted, he would
reserve his final attitude until the vote was taken and
would then explain his vote.

25.. Mrs. BEGTRUP (Denmark) thanked the Secre-
tariat for its note (A/C.3/566), which showed that
many of the rights included in the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights were not included in the draft
covenant. That merely proved the impossibility of in-
cluding all rights in a single covenant. Denmark was
in favour of two covenants and would maintain its
position.

26: Moreover, the number of covenants was relatively
unimportant compared with the measures to be taken
by the governments represented on the Third Commit-
tee for implementing them at home, or the sincerity of
the more favoured and ruling classes. The Saudi Ara-
bian representative was not just in drawing so gloomy
a picture of the future because 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.

27. After the very long discussion covering all aspects
of the question, the Third Committee should be able
to proceed to the vote, s0 as to enable the Commission
on Human Rights to go to work forthwith and show
the world that the United Nations was really labouring
for the good of mankind. Her proposal was not in the
nature of a formal motion.

28. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) asked for the
right to reply later.

29. Mr. REYES (Philippines) recalled that during the
genera] discussion (366th meetine) on the draft cove-
nant the Philippine delegation had stated that the form
of the covenant was less important than its substance
and that what was essential was to define civil and poli-
tical rights and cconomic, social and cultural rights
clearly and to ensure that they were effectively pro-
tected.

30. 'The Philippine delegation considered that, for all
its imperfections, the draft mtgrnatmna] covenant on
human rights provided the basis for a solution which
would be satisfactory both to the opponents z‘md to the
advocates of a single covenant. That solution would
be to include the two tvpes of richts in a single cove-
nant but to lay down different implementation measures
for each. It was appropriafc to recall that the draft
covenant envisaged a system ’of appea}s' m_the case of
civil and politicat rights, which were justiciable, and
a system of periodic reports in the case of economic,
social and cultural rights, which were not as yet
justiciable.

31. His delegation remained convinced that that solu-
tion reflected accurately the views of the Thll‘(.l Com-
mittee ; for, although the members had unanimously
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recognized the equal importance and the IHECfdﬁpei’;i
dence of civil and political rights and economic, S0C
and cultural rights, there had been a sharp dlﬁerﬁnce
of opinion on measures of implementation. Int oge
circumstances the solution he proposed seemed to Lc
more logical than the French amendment (A/C.3/L.
129/Rev.2), whicli envisaged unity in the measures
of implementation for all rights, upon yvhlcll there Wai
a divergence of opinion, but would divide the rights a
the stage of formulation, upon which there was una-
nimity.

32. It had been the hope of the Philippine delegation
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 c_>f two cove-
nants were not yet prepared to sign an mternat.lonal
covenant on economic, social and cultural rights.
Those delezations would have no objection to the Com-
mittee drafting two covenants, which would be adopted
simultaneously and opened for signature at the same
time, as proposed in the amendment submitted by B.el-
gium, Tndia, Lebanon and the United States of America
(A/C.3/1..185/Rev.1), but they had served notice that
for the present they could ratify only the covenant on
civil and political richts, 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
rights 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 into force might be delayed for an indefinite
period. 1f it adopted the joint amendment (A/C.3/
L.185/Rev.1), the Committee would only ensure the
entry into force of one covenant, but the alternative
was that it might not even be sure of having one
covenant.

34. Although the Philinnine delecation for its part
would prefer all the fundamental human rights to be
embodied in a sinele covenant, or failine that, in two
covenants that would come into force at the same time,
it would not vote arainst the joint amendment. The
Philiovine delegation believed that having one covenant
would be preferable to having none at all.

35. Tf the joint amendment were réjected, the Phi-
lippine delecation would vote for the joint draft reso-
lution submitted by Chile, Egypt, Pakistan and Yugo-
slavia (A/C3/L.182). 1t was convinced that if the
Commission on Human Rights proceeded with its work
on the draft international covenant, even without new
instructions from the General Assembly, it would in anv
case produce a covenant such as his delecation had
suggested, that was to say, a single covenant providing
for different measures of implementation for the two
types of rights. )

36. It would then be the responsibility of the advo-
cates of two separate covenants to decide whether
their amendment having been rejected, they Woulci
persist in withholding their support of a single covenant.

37. The Philippine delegation’s decision not to op-
pose the proposal that the covenant on civil and poli-
tical rights should come into force before the covenant
on economic, social and cultural rights did not in any
way mean that it regarded economic, social and cultural
rights as of lesser importance. It could not ignore the
fundamental nature of those rights even if it wanth to,
for one of the major problems confronting the Philip-
pine 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 secu-
rity of the people depended in large measure on the
solving of that problem.

38. The problem, moreover, was not peculiar to the
Philippines ; it arose in all new democratic States, in
Asia and elsewhere. It was that of ensuring that the
individual should enjoy the fundamental econormic,
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 enjoyed
them were deprived of economic, social and cultural
rights, it must not be forgotten that economic, social
and cultural rights also became meanineless 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 delesation considered that in the
event of its being impossible te complete a sinele cove-
nant, it would at least be necessary and highly useful
for the covenant on civil and political rights to become
an effective legal instrument,

40. There had been a tendency in the Committee to
take civil and political rights for granted, to recard vic-
tory in that field as already won. It had not always
been realized that the victorv was by no means complete
and that in some cases, far from progress having been
made towards the full realization of political rights.
ground had been lost.

41, With resard to the United Kincdom 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 information would be
useful even if the Commission on Human Riohts were
to draft only one covenant. The Philippine deleeation
would therefore abstain in the vote on the United
Kingdom amendment,

42. Mrs. MARSHALL (Canada) said that her delega-
tion would vote in favour of the amendment proposed
by Belgium, India, Lebanon and the United States of
America (A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1) to the joint draft reso-
lution (A/C.3/L.182). Although her delegation had
very real doubts as to whether the Commission on Hu-
man Riehts would be able, at any rate at that time. to
formulate a legally enforceable international instrument
dealing with economic, social and cultural riehts it
would not wish to stand in the way of an effort which
some delegations believed offered a prospect of success.
The Canadian representative had already explained

v



|

1369th meeting) that the inclusion o
and cultural rights in the same cov
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43. Although the Canadian delegation realized that it
was an attempt to bridge the gap between the divergent
points of view which had been expressed, it regretted
that it could not support the French amendment (A/C
3/L.192/Rev.2). It did not feel that the measures
of implementation proposed for economic, social and
cultural rights were appropiate in the case of civil and
political rights. Tt would have to abstain when that
amendment was put to the vote.

44. She supported the United Kingdom amendment
(A/C.3/L.188) and felt that the Commission on Hu-
man Rights, when it met again, should have at its djs-
posal 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 cssential 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, being interdependent, formed a single
whole. The division of fundamental human rights into
two groups and the drafting of two covenants would
only weaken the moral authority of the Universal Decla-
ration 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 dclegation would therefore support the joint
draft resolution submitted by Chile, Egypt, Pakistan
and Yugoslavia (A/C.3./L 182), which embodied the
principles it bad always defended, and which reaffirmed
the decisions contained in General Assembly resolution
421 (V), section E.

48. It would vote against the joint amendment submit-
ted by Belgium, India, Lebanon and the United States
of America (A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1), which tended to
nullify that decision.

49. Mr. ALFONZO RAVARD (Venezuela) said that
his delegation had already (3€7th meeting) stated its
opinion that the preparation of two separate covenants
would be the best way of aitaining the objective which
the Third Committee and the General Assembly had 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 eccl:%no-
mic, social and cultural rights, on the other—a di ?r-
ence which affected also the measures of 1mpleg1cn_ tah-
tion for both categories—the Ptoblcms coqnect% vsg ¥
ratification would be simplified if the Committee decide

to prepare two separate covenants,
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gslt'imaltlé Eﬁ?'ﬂg that view, his delegation did not under-
rights. N Imtl})lortancg of economic, social and cultural
lation: of \overtheless, it dit not believe that the formu-
if w civil and political rights would be meaningless

naccompanicd by a formulation of economic, social

and cultural Tights; and it saw no reason to adopt an
extreme point of view,

iSJ?-iSSI/tRwould support the joint amendment (A/C.3/
. ev.1) proposing the simultaneous submission of
two covcnan;s on human rights to be approved and
opened for signature on the same date. Such g solu-
tion would be generally acceptable and would help to

smooth away the difficulties encountered by the Com-
mission on Human Rights,

53. The French amendment (A/C.3/L.192/Rev.2)
did not add any fundamental factor, but reaffirmed the
unity of the Third Committee’s aim. The Venezuelan
dcleggtlon would support it provided it was understood
that in endeavouring to include the largest possible
number of similar clauses in the two covenants, the
Commission on Homan Rights would not lose sight of
the main _objcctivc, namely, the preparation of instru-
ments 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 delegation had no objection to
the United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/L.188) but
could not vote in favour of the Syrian amendment
(A/C.3/L.219), which would deprive thc Third Com-
mittee 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, PAVIL.OV (Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics), Mr. STEINIG (Secretary
of the Committee) said that during the coming week
the General Assembly would not take up, at a plenary
meeting, the agenda items referred to the Third Com-
mittce. It was probable, but not certain, that they
would be examined during the week between 28 Ja-
nuary 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 Repub-
lics) asked when the part of the Rapportcur’s report
dealing with the book, The Refugee in the Posi-War
World, would be submitted to the Committee.

. t. AZKQUL (Lebanon), Rapporteur, replied that
glinghgo the prolonged debate on the book, The Refugee
in the Post-War World, and the very large number
of meetings held by the Committee he had not had
time to draft that part of his report as rapidly as
he would have wished. He would do his utmost to
submit it to the Committee as soon as possible, pro-

bably on Monday, 21 January.

. Mr. NAJAR (Israel) defined the problems raised
gg the jgint draft resolution (A/C.3/L.182).
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59. The question which the Committee had to an-
swer was whether the civil, political, economic, spc1a1
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 Commit-
tee’s work, that was to say when the equal importance
of civil, political, economic, social and cultural hun}an
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 internatio-
nal 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 ma-
chinery a covenant on human rights could hardly be
said to represent any real advance beyond the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights adopted in 1948 (Gene-
ral Assembly resolution 217 A (IID)).

61. While the primary responsibility for implementa-
tion fell on the various governments in their respective
territories, the covenant would only represent an
advance if it prescribed some international process.
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 some-
what theoretical question of the number of covenants to
be drawn up. An academic classification of civil, poli-
tical, economic, social and cultural human rights had
apparently been regarded as the determining factor in
the solution of the concrete problems to which the pre-
paration 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 divi-
sion 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 he continued to believe that such imple-
mentation was possible within the framework of a single
covenant. His delegation had tried to make that point
during the general debate, both in its draft resolution
(A/C.3/1.193) and in its explanatory memorandum
(A/C.3/565).

64. Tt would be most inadvisable to drop General
Assembly resolution 421 (V); on the contrary that
resolution should be completed. Hence, his delegation
eould not support the joint amendment (A/C.3/185/

Rev.1) but would vote for the draft resolution submit-
ted 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.3/1..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.3/1.188) which embodied a sugges-
tion which his delegation had put forward at the 368th
meeting, on 13 December 1951. Tt would, on the
other hand, vote against the Syrian amendment (A/C.3/
1..219) which, despite the declared intention of its spon-
sor, would weaken the formal obligations contained in
the joint amendment for the preparation and simul-
taneous approval of the two covenants envisaged.

65. Mr. KUSOV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic) recalled that his delegation’s position on the num-
ber of covenants to be prepared had been explained
(370th, 388th, 389th and 390th meetings) during the
general debate and the discussion on procedural mo-
tions. It had urged the Committee not to reverse the
decision taken by the General Assembly in its resolu-
tion 421 (V), 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-proposal made by Belgium, India,
Lebanon and the United States of America (A/C.3/
L.185/Rev.1), 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 conside-
ration of it in conjunction with the joint draft resolution
(A/C3/L.182). The effect of the counter-proposal
(A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1) would be to relegate econo-
mic, 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.1) and that they contained similar
provisions (A/C.3/1..192/Rev.2), the existence of two
separate covenants would undermine the very founda-
tions 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 diseuise them,
would be frustrated. Their object was plain: by ar-
bitrarily 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 state-
ments. The United States representative had declared
(360th and 388th meetings) that the chief argument in



favour of two covenants was that it w

refusal to grant civil and political rig}clltlsldinll)fr?gillildf 1a
upon the pretext that economic, social and cul? e}i
rights co_uld not be granted until very much llim
a]though.xt had been shown that the former would ]Z; e
no meaning without the latter. The Uruguayan re e,
sentative had said (389th meeting) that it was of lli)trt?_
consequence whether there was a single covenant oi
two, provided that all human rights were formulated.

70. But a covenant formulating all h i
would be useless if it could not be gput intoueI?fgcrzlt rljgél.lrtf
ticle 3 of the draft, enshrining the right to life .would
be meaningless if there were people without thé means
of existence and if the absence of the requisite economic
and social conditions prevented their enjoyment of those
rights.  Article 4 stated that no one should be sub-
jected to torture, but the case mentioned at the previous
meetings (387th, 391st and 392nd meetings) of the
twenty-four citizens of Barcelona who had been impri-
soned and threatened with death because they were
struggling for their elementary rights showed that poli-
tical rights did not exist without economic rights. Ar-
ticle 5, paragraph 3 (a) of the draft covenant stated
that no one should be required to perform forced la-
bour, but the starving unemployed could not choose
the conditions of their employment. Those examples
all showed once again that civil and political rights had
no meaning unless based on economic, social and cultu-
ral rights.

71. The Lebanese representative had said (370th and
389th meetings) that he favoured the principle of the
unity of rights ; it was hard to understand then why he
advocated their division between two instruments. As
the Chilean representative had rightly observed (362nd
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g)ld 389th meetings), the existence of two

venants would allow governments to sign the first,
without undertaking the slightest obligation in respect
of economic, social and cultural rights, though their
enjoyment was an indispensable prerequisite for the
enjoyment of civil and political rights. The Danish
representative had asserted (389th meeting) that all the
rights in question were already assured by the laws of
most of the countries which favoured two covenants ;
the Byclorussmr} representative asked why, if that was
80, those countries denied the economically under-deve-
loped countries the opportunity to put them into effect.
The reason was that they intended to grant such rights
only as it suited their own convenience and had not the

slightest intention of ensuring their enjoyment to their
own peoples.

separate

72. In those circumstances, the Byclorussian delega-
tion would vote for the joint draft resolution (A/C.3/
L.182) which took a clear stand against revision of
General Assembly resolution 421 (V), section Ii. It
would vote against the counter-proposal (A/C.3/L..185
/Rev.1), which meant nothing but the nullification of
the draft resolution it pretended to modify. It would
also vote against the French amendment (A/C.3/L.
192/Rev.2), which had a similar object in view but
attempted to camouflage its objective. It would also
vote against the United Kingdom amendment (A/C.3/
L.188), proposing to submit the matter to a kind of
referendum of Member States, If, on the other hand,
the proposal made in document A/C.3/L.185/Rev.1
was approved, the Byelorussian delegation would vote
for the first part of the Syrian amendment (A/C.3/
L.219), which would leave some hope of preserving
economic, social and cultural rights,

The meeting rose at 1,15 p.m.
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